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House of Representatives 
The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Wednesday, September 5, 2001, at 2:00 p.m. 

Senate 
FRIDAY, AUGUST 3, 2001 

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable ROB-
ERT C. BYRD, a Senator from the State 
of West Virginia. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. From 
its very beginning, the Senate has 
opened its daily sessions with prayer. 
It continues to this day. Tennyson, 
that great poet, said: 
More things are wrought by prayer 
Than this world dreams of. 
Wherefore, let thy voice 
Rise like a fountain for me night and day. 

The prayer will be led today by the 
Senate Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd J. Ogilvie. 
Dr. Ogilvie, please. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 

Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 
Dear Father, bless the Senators as 

they begin the August recess. During 
the time away from the daily stresses 
and strains of Washington, renew them 
mentally, spiritually, and physically. 
Give them quality time with family 
and friends. May relationships with 
their constituents in their States be 
strengthened as the Senators listen 
and learn what is on their minds and 
hearts. May these leaders, who give so 
much of themselves, allow You to give 
them what they need. Help them to 
rest in You, wait patiently for You to 
replenish their souls, and enjoy the 
sheer pleasure of leisurely hours. So 
much depends on these men and 
women. Help free them to depend on 
You more deeply. As this portion of the 
107th Senate comes to a close, may 
these Senators feel that they have done 
their best and that You are pleased. 
Whisper in their souls, ‘‘Well done, 

good and faithful servant.’’ You are our 
Lord and Saviour. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable ROBERT C. BYRD led 
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. DASCHLE. This morning, the 
Senate will vote on cloture on the Ag-
riculture supplemental authorization 
bill. We expect to complete action on 
the bill today. 

A reminder to all of my colleagues, 
all second-degree amendments to the 
bill must be filed before 10 o’clock. In 
addition, we expect to consider several 
Executive Calendar nominations today. 
I would like to begin the cloture vote 
in just a moment. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—H.R. 2505 

Mr. DASCHLE. I understand there is 
a bill due for a second reading. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will read the bill the second time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2505) to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to prohibit human cloning. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I object to any fur-
ther proceedings at this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be placed on the calendar. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

EMERGENCY AGRICULTURAL 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 2001 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order previously entered, the Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of S. 
1246, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1246) to respond to the continuing 

economic crisis adversely affecting Amer-
ican agricultural producers. 

Pending: 
Lugar amendment No. 1212, in the nature 

of a substitute. 
CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the motion to invoke cloture. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in ac-

cordance with the provisions of rule 
XXII of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, hereby move to bring to a close 
the debate on Calendar No. 102, S. 1246, 
a bill to respond to the continuing eco-
nomic crisis adversely affecting Amer-
ican farmers: 

Tom Harkin, Harry Reid, Jon Corzine, 
Max Baucus, Patty Murray, Jeff Binga-
man, Tim Johnson, Edward Kennedy, 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8850 August 3, 2001 
Jay Rockefeller, Daniel Akaka, Paul 
Wellstone, Mark Dayton, Maria Cant-
well, Ben Nelson, Blanche Lincoln, 
Richard Durbin, Herb Kohl. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. By 
unanimous consent, the mandatory 
quorum call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on S. 1246, a bill to 
respond to the continuing economic 
crisis adversely affecting American 
farmers shall be brought to a close? 
The yeas and nays are required under 
the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from California (Mrs. BOXER) and 
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) 
are necessarily absent. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-
ICI) is absent because of a death in the 
family. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 49, 
nays 48, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 273 Leg.] 

YEAS—49 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 
Dodd 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—48 

Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Ensign 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—3 

Boxer Domenici Inouye 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On 
this vote, the yeas are 49, the nays are 
48. Three-fifths of the Senators duly 
chosen and sworn not having voted in 
the affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I enter 
a motion to reconsider. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 

DASCHLE] enters a motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the motion to invoke cloture 
on S. 1246 was rejected. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
motion will be placed on the calendar. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

DISASTER FUNDING FOR THE KLAMATH BASIN 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague, Senator HARKIN, for this 
opportunity to speak on the drought 
funding and legislative needs for the 
Klamath Basin in southern Oregon. 

I understand that the bill currently 
being considered, the Emergency Agri-
culture Assistance Act of 2001, is pri-
marily a bill to provide money for 
farmers suffering market loss this 
year. A market loss, as I understand it, 
happens when a farmer receives less 
money for his crop than he spent to 
produce it. But, due to drought, my 
constituents were unable to plant their 
crops. 

Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate your un-
derstanding that there is a difference 
between the economic-based problems 
we are trying to address in the current 
bill and natural disaster related relief 
in an emergency or supplemental fund-
ing bill later this year, once we know 
the full extent of nature’s toll on agri-
culture this season. However, the Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act of 2001 
provided $20,000,000 for farmer families 
in the Klamath. How much additional 
money will the farmers in the basin be 
needing? 

Mr. WYDEN. In the Supplemental 
Appropriations Act of 2001 Congress 
provided $20,000,000 in emergency 
money for farmer families in the Klam-
ath. This amount was designed only to 
keep these farms afloat until further 
monetary assistance could be found or 
until the drought ended. 

According to the Klamath Basin 
Water Users Association, this drought 
will cost the Klamath Basin agricul-
tural community at least $200 million 
above the $20 million provided already. 
In 2000, the revenue for agriculture in 
the Klamath Basin, according to the 
USDA Farm Service Agency, was $132 
million. The projected income for 2001 
is only $28 million. There is a dif-
ference of $104 million in lost revenues 
alone. That figure does not include the 
increased costs my constituents in-
curred to get through the drought with 
their farms intact, such as well aug-
mentation and cover crop planting to 
protect topsoil from erosion. 

May I count on the consideration of 
the Senator from Iowa, the chairman 
of the Agriculture Committee and a 
member of the Agriculture Appropria-
tion Subcommittee, as I pursue addi-
tional funding for the Klamath Basin 
farmers at the first possible oppor-
tunity? 

Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate my 
friend’s pursuit of relief for his con-
stituents. I can promise to work close-
ly with you concerning fair drought re-

lief funding for the farm families in the 
Klamath Basin. 

Mr. WYDEN. In addition, there are 
other solutions for the Klamath Basin, 
such as, but not limited to, water con-
servation, wetlands restoration and ir-
rigation system updates that will have 
to be considered. These may require 
legislative action. May I count on you 
to help me craft appropriate language 
that will be acceptable in the upcom-
ing Farm Bill that will begin to ad-
dress the long term solutions needed in 
the Klamath Basin? 

Mr. HARKIN. I agree with you that 
an ounce of prevention is worth a 
pound of cure. Certainly, I will work 
with you to address possible long term 
solutions for the Klamath in the Farm 
bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, this 
week the Senate has been trying to 
pass S. 1246, the Emergency Agri-
culture Assistance Act, legislation to 
provide emergency relief to U.S. farm-
ers and ranchers suffering at this time. 
Unfortunately, certain members of the 
Senate have tried to politicize, delay, 
and complicate this very necessary leg-
islation. Moreover, now that the House 
of Representatives has adjourned for 
the August recess, we may very well be 
forced to adopt a reduced level of as-
sistance in order to match the House’s 
lower funding level in a fashion that 
meets the President’s needs, without a 
conference committee. If this must be 
the case, then I am sure the will of the 
Senate will be to adopt less funding for 
farmers, but I shall vote against re-
duced funding for our farmers and 
ranchers this year because I know it is 
not enough to adequately assist crop 
producers and livestock ranchers 
through the 2001 crop year, indeed a 
fourth year in a row of near-recession 
in agriculture. 

I have made a quick calculation or 
two regarding the level of assistance 
expected if we indeed enact the House 
passed assistance level of just $5.5 bil-
lion today. First, the funding for pro-
gram crops nationwide will be reduced 
by around 16 percent. More impor-
tantly, South Dakota’s farmers and 
ranchers stand to lose between $30 and 
$50 million. The reduced market loss 
AMTA payment in the House plan is 85 
percent of the level in Senator HAR-
KIN’s plan, indicating to me that South 
Dakota farmers would lose around $23 
million in these market loss payments 
if we adopt the House plan. Moreover, 
the oilseed payment is reduced by 
about $4.5 million under the House 
plan. Finally, if you count the assist-
ance we provide to peas, lentils, wool, 
honey, flooded lands and conservation 
programs and total everything up, 
South Dakota may realize a loss of be-
tween $30 and $50 million under the 
House plan. 

Under the leadership of Senator HAR-
KIN, the Senate Agriculture Committee 
completed action on the fiscal year 2001 
short-term economic assistance pack-
age for farmers and ranchers, providing 
$7.494 billion, $5.5 B in fiscal year 2001 
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funds plus $1.994 B in fiscal year 2002 
funds. The United States Department 
of Agriculture, USDA, said they must 
distribute the fiscal nyar 2001 funds, 
$5.5 B in AMTA, by the end of the fiscal 
year, September 30, 2001. USDA has in-
dicated the only way they can guar-
antee timely delivery of aid is to pro-
vide it through the bonus AMTA pay-
ment mechanism. Moreover, my col-
league from South Dakota, the Major-
ity Leader, Senator DASCHLE has re-
ceived an assertion from the Congres-
sional Budget Office, CBO, that Con-
gress has to resolve this issue before 
the August recess in order to protect 
the $5.5 billion set aside, for fiscal year 
2001, for these emergency payments. 
Nonetheless, we have had trouble get-
ting a final vote on this assistance 
package because some of my col-
leagues, whom I respect a great deal, 
are slowing the bill down because they 
are upset at the level of funding, $7.4 
billion. 

In South Dakota, farmers and ranch-
ers continue to struggle from terribly 
low commodity prices. While certain 
prices have improved in recent months, 
this short-term recovery in price, real-
ly just in the livestock sector, cannot 
compensate for nearly 4 years of reces-
sion in farm country. Most crop prices 
remain at 15–25 year all-time lows. 
Moreover, input costs such as fuel and 
fertilizer have increased dramatically, 
wiping out chances for producers to 
enjoy profits to keep operations afloat. 
Corn prices remain around $1.55 per 
bushel, far below the $4.50 range when 
the 1996 farm bill was enacted. Soybean 
prices are stagnant at $4.50 per bushel, 
nearly $4.00 less than soybean price lev-
els in 1996. While wheat prices have 
made a very modest price recovery, 
they still remain less than $3.00 per 
bushel, far below the $5.55 level in 1996. 
Moreover, due to disease, drought, and 
winter kill, many South Dakota farm-
ers had most or all of their winter 
wheat crop wiped out completely, so 
this modest increase in price won’t 
help them because they may not have a 
crop to put in the bin. 

All this at a time when aggregate 
production costs, the prices farmers 
pay for their inputs such as fuel and 
fertilizer, are 20 percent higher right 
now than the prices farmers receive for 
their commodities. This price-cost 
squeeze makes it very difficult to turn 
a profit in agriculture today. So, this 
assistance is badly needed. And while it 
is unfortunate that this assistance is 
necessary, I believe this aid is critical 
until Congress can write the next farm 
bill in a way that promotes and sup-
ports fair marketplace competition and 
good stewardship of our land. 

Unfortunately, the administration 
and some Senators want to reduce the 
size of this emergency package, sug-
gesting it provides too much assistance 
to our Nation’s family farmers, or, al-
leging that it creates budget problems. 
Even more ridiculous is the assertion 
by some that no funding is necessary in 
fiscal year 2002 to help farmers. I be-

lieve we need to look at this from the 
farmers’ perspective, a little tractor- 
seat common sense if you will, because 
farmers deal with crop years, not fiscal 
years. It all boils down to some in the 
administration wanting to implement 
this assistance based upon how the 
Government does business, by fiscal 
years, instead of how farmers and 
ranchers do business, by crop years. We 
need this assistance to span the cur-
rent crop year, and therefore, it must 
allow for investments over both fiscal 
year 2001 and fiscal year 2002. 

Further, our budget resolution, 
which was adopted by Congress and 
signed by the President, allows for this 
funding. The budget resolution enacted 
by Congress and signed by the Presi-
dent provided the Agriculture Commit-
tees authority to spend up to $5.5 B in 
fiscal year 2001, with additional author-
ity to spend up to $7.35 B in fiscal year 
2002, for a total of $12.85 B in fiscal year 
2001–2002 spending authority for agri-
culture. The committees were given 
total discretion to spend this money on 
emergency and/or farm bill programs. 
However, for the third time now, Office 
of Management and Budget, OMB, Di-
rector Mitch Daniels has signaled a 
possible veto threat if the Senate aid 
package totals more than $5.5 billion in 
fiscal year 2001. A similar OMB threat 
was made as the House contemplated 
$6.5 billion, and despite efforts to in-
crease the aid in the House, the level 
ended up at $5.5 billion. It cannot be ar-
gued that we are busting any budget 
caps, or endangering the Medicare or 
Social Security Trust funds, because 
this money has already been provided 
by the budget resolution, and it is not 
part of the $73.5 billion (fiscal year 
2003–2001) ag reserve fund. A veto is not 
warranted because the aid total for fis-
cal year 2001 is $5.5 billion, precisely 
the level permitted under the budget 
resolution. The fact that an additional 
$1.9 billion is provided in the grand 
total does not matter because it is ac-
tually fiscal year 2002 money, which we 
are permitted to spend under the budg-
et resolution passed by Congress and 
signed by the President. The Senate 
Agriculture Committee voted to spend 
$7.4 billion of both fiscal year 2001 and 
2002 money because the current, 2001 
crop year spans both fiscal years. It is 
a subtle, yet, critically important dif-
ference between a crop year and a fis-
cal year that must be understood in 
order to meet the needs of farmers. The 
2001 crop year mirrors the 2001 calendar 
year, while the fiscal year 2001 fiscal 
year ‘‘expires’’ September 30, 2001. Sev-
eral major commodities must be mar-
keted after the fiscal year 2001 fiscal 
year ends, and prices for these com-
modities are not expected to magically 
improve after September 30. Clearly, 
there is a necessity to provide eco-
nomic aid into fiscal year 2002 as well. 
In order to provide modest aid in fiscal 
year 2002, we have chosen to take a 
modest $1.9 billion, out of $7.35 billion 
available in fiscal year 2002, to help 
producers through the entire 2001 crop 

year. Unfortunately, the administra-
tion doesn’t seem to understand the 
difference between a fiscal year and a 
crop year. Additionally, we left around 
$5.4 B for additional fiscal year 2002 
spending if needed. 

Last year, as part of the crop insur-
ance reform legislation, Congress pro-
vided a total of $7.14 billion in emer-
gency aid for both fiscal year 2000 and 
fiscal year 2001, almost exactly the 
same amount of assistance we aim to 
provide this time around. Specifically, 
$5.5 billion last year was allocated for 
bonus AMTA in fiscal year 2000, and, 
$1.64 billion for other needs in fiscal 
year 2001. Coincidentally, Congress and 
the President understood the need to 
provide assistance in fiscal year 2000 
and fiscal year 2001 for the 2000 crop 
year , thus, a precedent has been set to 
do it once again. Furthermore, let us 
not forget that every major farm orga-
nization actually requested at least $9– 
10 billion in emergency ag support this 
year. Our legislation doesn’t provide 
that total, but it does cover a majority 
of the immediate economic distress in 
agriculture today. I find it ironic that 
some in the Senate would rely upon the 
OMB Director, Mitch Daniels, on how 
much farm aid is necessary when what 
we are trying to pass in the Senate, $7.4 
billion, is supported by farmers, includ-
ing the following farm groups; Farm 
Bureau, Farmers Union, the National 
Corn Growers, and the National Assn. 
of Wheat Growers. 

Yet some are still suggesting that 
spending $5.5 billion, most of it in fis-
cal year 2001, will be enough to help 
U.S. family farmers and ranchers. How-
ever, 19 Republicans in the House Agri-
culture Committee, including the 
Chairman Larry Combest, voted 
against an amendment to reduce the 
size of the House package to $5.5 billion 
because they believe that $5.5 billion 
does not go far enough to assist farm-
ers and ranchers at this time. The vote 
to reduce the size of this assistance for 
farmers to $5.5 billion in the House Ag 
Committee passed by just one vote. 
The House passed emergency package 
falls short, by 16 percent, on the level 
of support Congress provided to pro-
gram crops last year. Moreover, the 
Lugar or House plan does not include 
any funding for critical conservation 
programs such as CRP and WRP. Fi-
nally, Chairman Combest and other 
House Republicans were so concerned 
with the inadequacy of the House 
passed $5.5 billion that they wrote 
their ‘‘viewpoints’’ or ‘‘concerns’’ into 
the House passed legislation. Their 
concerns, accompanying the House 
farm aid state, and I am quoting from 
what House Republicans wrote about 
their own ag emergency bill now: 

. . .H.R. 2213, as reported by the House Ag-
riculture Committee is inadequate. . . . .the 
assistance level ($5.5 billion) is not sufficient 
to address the needs of farmers and ranchers 
in the 2001 crop year. . .At a time when real 
net cash income on the farm is at its lowest 
level since the Great Depression and the cost 
of production is expected to set a record 
high, H.R. 2213 as reported by the Committee 
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cuts supplemental help to farmers by $1 bil-
lion from last year to this year. Hardest hit 
will be wheat, corn, grain sorghum, barley, 
oats, upland cotton, rice, soybean, and other 
oilseed farmers since the cuts will be at their 
expense. 

This is very concerning to me. Many 
of the farmers that will suffer if we go 
with $5.5 billion—the wheat, corn, 
grain sorghum, and soybean farmers, 
are trying to make a living in my 
State of South Dakota. So, as you can 
see, these very poignant words prove 
that the House passed $5.5 billion level 
of assistance is woefully inadequate. I 
will stay and fight on the Senate floor 
for increased funding this week to en-
sure South Dakota’s farmers are as-
sisted with the construction of a more 
sturdy bridge over this year’s financial 
problems. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, let met 
first commend the efforts of my col-
leagues who are working very hard to 
deliver some form of Federal relief to 
prevent the demise of more of Amer-
ica’s family farms. 

While this bill provides much needed 
emergency assistance to certain sec-
tors of the agricultural community, I 
am concerned about this bill for sev-
eral reasons. 

It guarantees very generous Federal 
subsidies at higher levels than in pre-
vious years even though these same 
subsidies were eliminated or intended 
to be phased out by the 1996 farm bill. 
It disproportionately favors large farm-
ing operations over smaller ones. It 
adds $5 billion to the already $27 billion 
delivered in supplemental and emer-
gency spending for farmers since 1999. 
This is funding in addition to Federal 
payments or loans authorized through 
the 1996 farm bill. While the 1996 farm 
bill was intended to reduce reliance on 
the Federal Government, payments to 
farmers have increased by 400 percent, 
from $7 billion in 1996 to $32 billion in 
2001. 

Again, I recognize that many Ameri-
cans in the agriculture industry are 
facing economic ruin. However, already 
this year, the Senate has included $4.7 
billion in wasteful, unnecessary, or 
unreviewed spending in five appropria-
tions bills. Surely, among these bil-
lions of dollars, there are at least a few 
programs that we could all agree are 
lower priority than desperately needed 
aid for America’s farmers. 

I appreciate the agreement of my col-
leagues to put before the Senate the 
House bill that conforms with the 
agreed-upon budget resolution. 
Through this bill, billions of dollars are 
provided in supplemental payments to 
oilseed producers, peanut producers, 
wool and mohair producers, tobacco 
producers and cottonseed producers. 

Fortunately, this bill does not in-
clude additional egregious provisions 
proposed in the Senate version of the 
bill, such as continuing subsidies for 
honey producers, extension of the dairy 
price support program, perks for the 
sugar industry, and various other new 
or pilot programs. 

Recent indications are that these 
continuing supplemental payments 
that Congress obligates from taxpayer 
dollars are now paying at least forty 
percent, if not more of total farm in-
come. How are we helping the farming 
sector to become more self-sufficient? 
Our actions are only serving as a 
crutch to small farmers while fattening 
the incomes of large farming conglom-
erates and agribusinesses. We should 
learn from past failures and take re-
sponsible action to focus Federal as-
sistance on a fair, needs-based ap-
proach. 

This bill passed by unanimous con-
sent today, despite the disagreement of 
some of my colleagues who advocated 
for a much higher level of supple-
mental spending. I hope that my col-
leagues will exercise greater prudence 
and fiscal responsibility when we re-
turn from the August recess to con-
sider the agricultural appropriations 
bill and reauthorization of the 1996 
Farm bill to ensure that such ad-hoc 
spending is brought under control. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Agriculture 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of H.R. 2213, the Agri-
culture supplemental bill, that the 
Senate proceed to its consideration, 
that the bill be read the third time and 
passed, and that the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table. I further 
ask unanimous consent that S. 1246 be 
placed on the calendar and that the 
previously entered motion to recon-
sider the failed cloture vote on S. 1246 
be in order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the several requests. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The bill (H.R. 2213) was read the third 

time and passed. 
(The bill will appear in a future edi-

tion of the RECORD.) 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. This 

corrects the fact that the motion to re-
consider was not properly entered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I am 
extremely disappointed that our Re-
publican colleagues chose to work 
against us instead of with us to provide 
critical financial relief to help farmers 
and ranchers deal with the fourth year 
in a row of low prices. My colleagues’ 
choice to filibuster the committee bill, 
which a majority of Senators sup-
ported, was a decision we could not af-
ford. 

Unfortunately, it will cost farmers 
and ranchers across the country. For 
my State of South Dakota, that deci-
sion to filibuster will cost producers 
over $50 million in decreased assist-
ance. But, South Dakota is not alone. 
Producers in each and every one of our 
states are being deprived of critical as-
sistance because of the actions of my 
Republican colleagues. 

Why? Because the President and Sen-
ate Republicans drew an arbitrary and 
partisan $5.5 billion line in the sand. 

Even though the budget resolution 
authorizes the Senate Agriculture 
Committee to use $5.5 billion in fiscal 

year 2001 and $7.35 billion in fiscal year 
2002 to provide economic assistance to 
producers, and even though it specifi-
cally allows the use of fiscal year 2002 
funds to support the 2001 crop, the 
President insisted that we spend only 
$5.5 billion. His rationale ‘‘The farm 
economy is improving, so farmers don’t 
need any additional help.’’ 

That is certainly not what I am hear-
ing in South Dakota, and I know it is 
not what my colleagues on this side of 
aisle have heard in their states. Across 
the country, poor prices have hobbled 
producers for 4 years now. 

Major crop prices, despite showing 
slight improvement over last year’s 
significantly depressed prices, remain 
at 10 to 25-year lows. Net farm income 
minus government payments for 1999 
thru 2001 is the lowest since 1984. Input 
costs are at record levels, making it 
more expensive for producers to do 
their job than ever before. 

Despite all this, my Republican col-
leagues insisted on a bill that provides 
far less. Less for feed grain, wheat, and 
oilseed producers in my part of the 
country. Less for rice and cotton pro-
ducers in the South. Less for specialty 
crop producers in the Northeast and 
Northwest. 

And when I say less, I not only mean 
less than what is in the Committee’s 
package, but less than what is abso-
lutely needed. 

Chairman HARKIN worked hard to im-
prove on the House-passed $5.5 billion 
package. His package provided the full 
level of last year’s market loss assist-
ance for producers of major crops. It 
provided significant funding for spe-
cialty crops. It provided a substantial 
commitment to agricultural conserva-
tion. 

Yet, my Republican colleagues fili-
bustered. Why? Are they planning to go 
home and tell producers they fought 
long and hard to provide you with less? 

Now that we are forced to pass the 
House legislation, we have lost for too 
much of what is critically needed for 
program crops, specialty crops, and 
conservation. This is reckless, and it’s 
wrong. America’s farmers and ranchers 
deserve better, much better. 

So, I can’t help but feel this coun-
try’s farmers and ranchers got short-
changed. But what also troubles me is 
what the actions of my Republican col-
leagues over the past few days mean 
for the farm bill. Congress must come 
together quickly to write new farm 
policy this year so we don’t have to 
keep coming back for more ad hoc 
emergency assistance, year after year. 

Congress must get passed its stub-
born refusal to acknowledge the fail-
ures of current farm policy and work 
together to change it. We need policies 
that better address the interests of 
family farmers and ranchers. Farmers 
and ranchers must have an income 
safety net that can offset severe price 
fluctuations, and that can help manage 
uncertainties in the marketplace. Such 
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policies are critical to long-term sur-
vival in an industry in which the ma-
jority of producers operate on margins 
of less than 5 percent. 

I believe there is a lot we can agree 
on. And by working together, I am cer-
tain there is a lot we can accomplish. I 
stand ready to work with my Repub-
lican colleagues. But, my colleagues 
must first choose to stand up for Amer-
ica’s family farmers and ranchers. 

I am hopeful they will. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am very 

disappointed by the Emergency Agri-
cultural Supplemental that this body 
has just passed because of the Presi-
dent’s opposition to the much better 
legislation reported by the Senate Ag-
riculture Committee and the fact the 
House of Representatives already left 
for the August recess. The Senate has 
passed a bill that fails to provide ade-
quate aid to America’s farmers and 
rural communities. Some on the other 
side of the aisle claimed that the bill 
passed by Senate Agricultural Com-
mittee spends too much money in sup-
port of America’s farmers and that the 
farm economy is improving. I wish that 
were the case, but the facts in rural 
America do not support that assertion. 
The major farm groups do not agree 
with that conclusion, that is why they 
supported the stronger alternative, the 
bill proposed by the Chairman of the 
Agriculture Committee Senator HAR-
KIN. 

As we all know, our Nation’s farmers 
have not shared in the prosperity 
which many Americans have experi-
enced over the past decade. In the past 
three years, Congress has assisted 
America’s farmers by providing sub-
stantial assistance to agricultural pro-
ducers. No one, not least of all Amer-
ica’s farmers, likes the fact that an-
nual emergency agriculture 
supplementals have seemingly become 
routine. 

Senator HARKIN, chairman of the 
Senate Agriculture Committee, crafted 
an impressive bill that addressed the 
needs of specialty crop farmers, in a 
more comprehensive fashion, than does 
the bill that just passed the Senate. 

The bill that just passed provides 
nearly a billion dollars less in AMTA 
payments for traditional row crops 
than did the committee version. In ad-
dition, the passed bill makes no real ef-
fort to address the problems faced by 
farmers in States that do not rely on 
AMTA payments. It is difficult for a 
Senator with a large base of specialty 
crops to support it. This bill provides 
no more than a pittance for specialty 
crops. None of this pittance even goes 
directly to farmers of specialty crops. 
We have told farmers that they need to 
diversify if they are to succeed, yet the 
States that have diversified and spe-
cialized receive next to nothing in the 
House bill. 

I am concerned about some of the ar-
guments made to support the exclusion 
of funds for specialty crops. In par-
ticular, I am troubled by those who 
claim that payments should not be 

made to specialty crops because aid to 
producers of these crops cannot be dis-
pensed by the end of the fiscal year. It 
was argued that payments should only 
be made to crops that can easily re-
ceive funds before the end of this fiscal 
year. I understand the need to get 
money to farmers as soon as possible. 
However, this money must also not 
only be distributed promptly it must 
be distributed fairly. Providing assist-
ance chiefly to program crops may be 
prompt, but it ignores the needs facing 
many farmers throughout the Nation. 
Senator HARKIN, and the Senate Agri-
culture Committee, drafted a bill that, 
just like the last three emergency 
supplementals, dispensed money cred-
ited to two fiscal years. This bill would 
have allocated the $5.5 billion in FY01 
funds to AMTA payments which can be 
dispensed this year, while specialty 
crops and conservation will be ad-
dressed in fiscal year 2002 monies that 
are already provided for in the budget 
resolution. This bill provides less as-
sistance for row crops than does the 
committee, passed bill, and it is unfair 
to farmers who do not grow specialty 
crops. 

The passage of this bill will lead to 
the loss of the following programs: 

$150 million in market loss assistance 
for apple growers. It is estimated that 
apple growers have lost $500 million 
last year due to unfair trade and 
weather related disasters. Further-
more, some estimate that the industry 
may lose as much as 30 percent of its 
farmers this year without some form of 
aid. 

$270 million in commodity purchases 
of specialty crops. These purchases pro-
vide food for shelters, food banks and 
schools, yet that money, $50 million of 
which will be used for the school lunch 
program, is not in the House version. 

The $44 million sugar assessment, 
which has been suspended the past two 
years due to our budget surplus is not 
waived this year. 

$542 million needed to fund conserva-
tion programs is excluded from the 
House version. As a result many impor-
tant programs will lie dormant. 

The number of farmers in our nation 
has been declining for well over a cen-
tury. Now, farmers comprise only 1 
percent of our population. The declin-
ing number of farmers and the increas-
ing scarcity of Federal dollars makes it 
harder and harder to sustain the level 
of assistance we provide our farmers. 
Part of the success of current farm pol-
icy is that programs such as Women In-
fants Children program, WIC, balance 
rural and urban interests and attempt 
to meet the needs of each community. 
Assistance to the agricultural sector 
must address the concerns of all Amer-
icans if it is to continue at the needed 
level. The bill passed by the Senate 
fails to do that. This trend of narrowly 
focused farm programs cannot be sus-
tained. The next farm bill that this 
body undertakes must help all Ameri-
cans while helping farmers. The com-
mittee-passed bill addressed issues im-

portant to all of us: hunger, conserva-
tion and energy independence. This bill 
does not. Gone is the $270 million allo-
cated for commodity purchases that 
would have helped specialty crop farm-
ers, like cherry, bean and asparagus 
farmers in Michigan, while providing 
foodstuffs to school lunch programs, 
food banks and soup kitchens that 
guarantee a healthy diet is available to 
all Americans. 

The conservation programs included 
in S. 1246 but not in the bill we just 
passed would have prevented erosion, 
preserved green space, increased wild-
life habitat and ensured a clean water 
supply. Currently, in the State of 
Michigan there are three farmers who 
apply for every open slot in Federal 
conservation programs. These farmers 
will now have to wait even longer to 
participate in these programs. 

I commend the chairman and the 
Senate Agriculture Committee for the 
hard work they put into the Agri-
culture Supplemental Bill which they 
reported to the Senate. The bill passed 
by this body, because the President’s 
opposition to the better alternative 
left us no choice, ignores the needs of 
specialty crop producers and fails to 
fund farm programs that have the 
broader effect of helping all Americans. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
to express my extreme disappointment 
with the agriculture supplemental as-
sistance package the Senate passed 
today. 

This week, the Bush administration 
did a great disservice to our nation’s 
farmers, to rural communities, and to 
agricultural conservation programs 
around this nation. The administra-
tion’s veto threats forced the Senate to 
pass a bill that does not meet the needs 
of farmers in my State. 

In fact, this bill is completely inad-
equate to meet the needs of our farm-
ers and rural America. The bill aban-
dons our apple producers. It abandons 
our pea and lentil producers. And it re-
jects a fair emergency payment to our 
wheat producers. 

It didn’t have to be this way. Senator 
HARKIN worked with many of our col-
leagues to draft a balanced $7.4 billion 
emergency economic package. I fought 
hard to include $150 million in emer-
gency payments for apple producers. I 
worked to include $20 million in assist-
ance for dry pea and lentil producers. 
And many Senators worked together to 
ensure that wheat and other program 
crop producers received an emergency 
payment equal to what they received 
last year. 

The Harkin bill was balanced, fair, 
and fiscally responsible. It deserved to 
become law. Yet, throughout this de-
bate, the Bush administration stead-
fastly threatened to veto any bill larg-
er than $5.5 billion. Today, President 
Bush won, and our farmers lost. 

Instead of the Harkin bill, the Senate 
passed the House agriculture supple-
mental bill. We passed it because the 
President will sign it. We passed it be-
cause further delay threatened the 
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availability of $5.5 billion in emergency 
relief. We did not pass it because it’s 
the best bill possible. 

The President’s veto threats have 
cost Washington state producers $103 
million. Let me repeat that: According 
to the Senate Agriculture Committee, 
President Bush’s veto threats will cost 
Washington State producers an esti-
mated $103 million in assistance. That 
includes the $50.3 million in assistance 
our apple growers would have received 
under the apple aid package. 

I would like to thank Senator HARKIN 
for his support for specialty crop pro-
ducers. Senator HARKIN worked tire-
lessly to help all regions and all pro-
ducers. In my opinion, he could not 
have put together a more balanced and 
fair package. 

I would also like to thank Senator 
DASCHLE. Senator DASCHLE is com-
mitted to working with us to address 
the shortfalls in the House bill. I look 
forward to working with him to com-
plete the unfinished business we began 
this week. 

This fight is not over. I would urge 
my colleagues to return from the Au-
gust recess ready to pass an agri-
culture aid package that is balanced 
and fair to America’s farmers. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise re-
garding the Senate’s passage of H.R. 
2213, the House-passed Emergency Ag-
riculture Assistance Act. 

There is a great need for economic 
assistance in farm country. There is no 
disagreement about that fact. 

There has been no disagreement that 
we will spend the $12.85 billion provided 
in the budget for agriculture in fiscal 
years 2001 and 2002. The question has 
been on when and how we will spend it. 

I wanted to pass an emergency bill 
with more emergency money than was 
in the House-passed bill. I was willing 
to work toward a compromise that met 
the current needs of our farmers—even 
if that meant spending a small portion 
of the fiscal year 2002 funding. 

I had asked for Senate action on this 
supplemental since before the House 
passed its emergency assistance pack-
age on June 26th—more than a month 
ago. But, time ran out. 

The House bill does not fund all the 
needs of Idaho’s farmers and ranchers. 
It is not a perfect solution, but it is a 
necessary one. We now have a good 
start in providing short-term assist-
ance to our producers. I hope we can 
build on that when we return in Sep-
tember. 

We should move quickly to a farm 
bill. A fair and effective national food 
policy that recognizes the importance 
of a safe, abundant, domestic supply of 
food. 

Farmers and ranchers across the 
country are looking to us to pass legis-
lation that will: provide a safety net to 
producers, increase the commitment to 
conservation, bolster our export pro-
motion programs, continue our com-
mitment to agricultural research, and, 
find innovative ways to address rural 
development needs. 

These are pressing needs. These are 
important needs, and the chairman of 
the Senate Agriculture Committee 
tried to address many of these needs in 
the economic assistance package. Now 
that we have allocated the $5.5 billion 
for fiscal year 2001, I hope that we can 
now focus our efforts on the farm bill. 

I look forward to working in coopera-
tion with the chairman and ranking 
member of the Agriculture Committee 
to craft a fair and effective bill as expe-
ditiously as possible. 

But, as those of us who worked on 
the 1996 Farm Bill know, the farm bill 
alone will not solve all our problems. 
We must continue to pursue tax re-
forms, address unfair regulatory bur-
dens, and move toward free and fair 
trade. Our producers are being hand-
cuffed by unfair foreign competition 
and barriers to exports, it is time this 
stopped. 

I hope the recent debate on the emer-
gency supplemental has raised aware-
ness of the needs in agriculture. I hope 
this has prodded us to action on the 
farm bill. And, I hope we can work to-
gether for the needs of not just agricul-
tural producers, but the consumers 
that benefit from efficient, safe, do-
mestic food production. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my disappointment 
that funding in the Committee-passed 
bill that is important to Maine is no 
longer a reality. While the emergency 
agriculture assistance bill the Senate 
passed today provides $2 million for 
Maine, including $850,000 for a State 
grant for specialty crops, gone is the 
possibility of conferees making any de-
cision to reauthorize or extend the 
Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact. 

Gone is the $5 million for Maine for 
incentive-based voluntary agriculture 
conservation programs. Gone is the 
$270 million for CCC commodity pur-
chases for Northeast specialty crops for 
the federal nutrition programs, such as 
wild blueberries, cranberries, and pota-
toes. Gone is $150 million in Apple Mar-
ket Loss Assistance, of which $1.6 mil-
lion would have gone to apple growers 
in Maine. Gone is the $25 million for 
disaster payments for the recent devas-
tation from armyworms, some of which 
would have gone to Maine hay farmers. 

Gone is the $20 million for fiscal year 
2002 for the Senior Nutrition Program, 
called Senior Farm Share in Maine. 
This is a program for low income elder-
ly that allows them to obtain shares 
with which to purchase locally pro-
duced produce throughout the growing 
season. 

Out of a $5.5 billion package passed 
by the Senate today, the State of 
Maine will receive approximately $2 
million. I am deeply troubled by the 
unbalanced and unfair emergency agri-
culture bills Congress continues to pass 
that almost totally ignore the farmers 
in my State of Maine and throughout 
the Northeast. My votes on this emer-
gency agriculture funding bill reflect 
my true disappointment that once, 
again, funding for farmers and rural 

communities in Maine and the North-
east was left out. As we begin to work 
on the 2002 farm bill, I hope my col-
leagues are willing to work with the 
Northeast Senators to rectify this un-
balance and this unfairness. 

I am also disappointed that the legis-
lation does not include the Dairy Con-
sumers and Producers Protection 
amendment, which as a free-standing 
bill is sponsored by 37 of my colleagues 
from New England and throughout the 
Mid-Atlantic states and the Southeast. 

This legislation reauthorizes the very 
successful Northeast Interstate Dairy 
Compact. As my colleagues are, by 
now, no doubt aware, the Northeast 
Interstate Dairy Compact will expire 
on September 30 of this year if it is not 
reauthorized by Congress. 

The compact has unquestionably 
been of great benefit to preserving our 
dairy farms, while also assuring con-
sumers a continuous, adequate supply 
of quality local milk at a stable price 
. . . saving consumers money overall 
by helping to stabilize milk prices . . . 
and generally helping regional econo-
mies. In my home State of Maine 
alone, our 463 dairy farms produce 
products valued at $100 million, and 
provide employment for approximately 
2,100 Mainers. 

The compact grew out of the need to 
address a fundamental problem in the 
New England dairy farming commu-
nity—the loss of family dairy farms, 
which was largely the result of in-
creased production costs, coupled with 
price volatility in the milk market. 
Farm milk prices have fallen more 
than five percent in real dollars since 
1985, and New England dairy farmers 
have struggled with this decline. 

However, 5 years ago, New England 
dairy farmers were able to stabilize the 
effects of this decline when Congress 
passed the Compact as part of the Free-
dom to Farm Act, and it was imple-
mented by the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture. Since then, the Northeast 
Interstate Dairy Compact has provided 
a reliable safety net for small family 
farmers throughout New England by 
helping to maintain a stable price for 
fresh fluid milk on supermarket 
shelves. 

Now, I know that one of the chief ar-
guments made by detractors is that the 
compact is harmful to consumers. The 
facts, however, tell a different story. 

For consumers, the compact trans-
lates to the addition of a small incre-
ment in the price of milk—a recent 
University of Connecticut study put 
the cost at 2.5 cents per gallon. Indeed, 
rather than overcharging New England 
milk drinkers, the compact has instead 
resulted in milk prices ranking among 
the lowest and most stable in the coun-
try. And it’s no small point that Fed-
eral nutrition programs, such as the 
Women, Infants, and Children Pro-
gram, or WIC, are held entirely harm-
less under the Compact. In fact, the ad-
vocates of these federal nutrition pro-
grams support the compact and serve 
on its commission. 
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In return, the compact has paid off 

with lower, more stable dairy prices in 
New England that more fairly reflect 
farmers’ costs. As testimony proved at 
the July 25 Judiciary Committee hear-
ing held by Senator LEAHY of Vermont, 
the existence of the Northeast Dairy 
Compact has had a tremendous, posi-
tive impact—without threatening or 
otherwise financially harming any 
other dairy farmer in the country. 

In response to my recent request, the 
Departments of Agriculture through-
out New England sent me data that 
clearly shows that the compact has 
slowed the rate of dairy farm reduc-
tions in the New England Dairy Com-
pact area. These letters show that in 
the 3 years prior to the compact’s es-
tablishment, New England lost 572 
dairy farms, compared to 408 farms in 
the 3 years since its implementation. 
Even during this period of historic lows 
in milk prices, 164 fewer farms left the 
business. 

How has this worked? Under the com-
pact, whenever the Federal Govern-
ment’s minimum price falls below that 
of the Northeast Dairy Commission, 
which administers the compact, dairy 
processors are required to pay the dif-
ference to farmers. Moreover, the com-
pact has given dairy farmers a measure 
of confidence in the near term for the 
price of their milk so they have been 
willing to reinvest in their operations 
by upgrading and modernizing facili-
ties, acquiring more efficient equip-
ment, purchasing additional cropland 
and improving the genetic base of their 
herds. Without the compact, farmers 
would have been far more hesitant to 
do these things—if at all—and their 
lenders would have been much less 
willing to meet their capital needs. 

And the compact has protected fu-
ture generations of dairy farmers by 
helping local milk remain in the region 
and preventing dependence on a single 
source of milk—from outside the re-
gion—that can lead to higher milk 
prices through increased transpor-
tation costs, as well as increased vul-
nerability to natural catastrophes. 

All this has been accomplished with-
out threatening or otherwise finan-
cially harming any other dairy farmer 
in the country. In fact, more than 97 
percent of the fluid milk market in 
New England is self-contained within 
the area with strong markets for local 
milk because of the demand for 
freshness and high transportation costs 
to ship milk in from other areas. 

In short, the compact provides a fair-
er value for dairy farmers, and protects 
a way of life important to New Eng-
land—a win-win situation for everyone 
involved, at no cost to the Federal 
Government. Let me repeat—the costs 
of operating the compact are borne en-
tirely by the farmers and processors of 
the compact region, at absolutely no 
expense to the federal government. 

Moreover, the compact provides envi-
ronmental benefits through preserva-
tion of dwindling agricultural land and 
open spaces that help to combat the 

growing problem of urban sprawl, par-
ticularly near large cities. As a July 29, 
2001 Boston Globe editorial pointed 
out, ‘‘A wide range of environmental 
organizations back the compact, seeing 
it as a defense against the sprawl that 
often occurs when beleaguered farmers 
sell out to developers.’’ 

The amendment offered by Senator 
SPECTER of Pennsylvania would have 
permanently authorized the Northeast 
Compact, as well as giving approval for 
states contiguous to the participating 
New England states to join, in this 
case, Pennsylvania, New York, New 
Jersey, Delaware, and Maryland. It 
would also have granted Congressional 
approval for a new Southern Dairy 
Compact, comprised of 14 states—Ala-
bama, Arkansas, Georgia, Kansas, Ken-
tucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Mis-
souri, North Carolina, Oklahoma, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, 
and West Virginia. 

Why did the amendment include all 
of these States—half the country? The 
answer is that dairy compacting is 
really a States rights issue more than 
anything else, as the only action the 
Senate needs to take is to give its con-
gressional consent under the Compact 
Clause of the U.S. Constitution, Article 
I, section 10, clause 3, to allow the 25 
states to proceed with their two inde-
pendent compacts. 

Consider 24 other States with Maine’s 
and you have a reflection of all of the 
Northeast and Southern Compact legis-
lators—and all of their Governors—who 
have requested nothing more than con-
gressional approval to ‘‘compact’’. 

All of the legislatures in these 25 
States, including Maine, have ratified 
legislation that allows their individual 
States to join a Compact, and the gov-
ernor of every State has signed a com-
pact bill into law. Half of the States in 
this country await our congressional 
approval to address farm insecurity by 
stabilizing the price of fresh fluid milk 
on grocery shelves and to protect con-
sumers against volatile price swings. 

Altogether, these 25 States make up 
about 28 percent of the Nation’s fluid 
milk market—New England production 
is only about three and a half percent 
of this. This is somewhat comparable 
to two States of Minnesota and Wis-
consin which together make up to 24 
percent of the fluid milk market. Cali-
fornia makes up another 20 percent. 

Detractors have also claimed that 
compacts encourage the over-produc-
tion of milk, but again, the facts say 
otherwise. In the nearly four years 
that the compact has been in effect, 
milk production in the Compact region 
has risen by just 2.2 percent or 100 mil-
lion pounds of milk. In Wisconsin 
alone, milk production increased by al-
most 900 million pounds, or 4 percent. 
Nationally during this identical period, 
milk production rose 7.4 percent. 

And finally, those who oppose this 
compact assert that it discourages 
trade between compact and non-com-
pact states. To the contrary, dairy 
compacts require farmers from inside 

and outside the compact region to re-
ceive the compact price. An OMB study 
found that trade in milk in the com-
pact region actually increased by 8 per-
cent 1 year after the compact was im-
plemented—further, 30 percent of milk 
sold in the compact region was pro-
duced outside the compact region in 
the State of New York. 

As we work on the fiscal year 2002 
Agriculture appropriations, and the 
2002 farm bill, I hope that my col-
leagues realize that should the Com-
pact Commission be shut down even 
temporarily while Congress grapples 
with its extension, it cannot magically 
be brought back to life again. It would 
take many months if not a year to re-
store the successful process that is now 
in place. I do not want to gamble with 
this process in such as manner that en-
dangers the livelihoods of the dairy 
farmers of Maine. 

During debate on this bill, according 
to the chairman of the Senate Agri-
culture Committee, Mr. HARKIN, the 
compact amendment offered was not 
germaine to this particular bill. Ac-
cording to the Senator from Wisconsin, 
Mr. KOHL, an extensive debate is need-
ed on the compact reauthorization. 
Since the farm bill is an appropriate 
vehicle for this debate, I would hope 
these Senators will work with me to 
extend the Northeast Compact until 
such time as the 2002 Farm bill is com-
pleted. 

The bottom line is, the Northeast 
Interstate Dairy Compact has provided 
the very safety net that we had hoped 
for when the compact passed as part of 
the omnibus farm bill of 1996. Mr. 
President, the Dairy Compact has 
helped farmers maintain a stable price 
for fluid milk during times of volatile 
swings in farm milk prices . . . the 
consumers in the Northeast Compact 
area, and now in the Mid-Atlantic area 
and the Southeast area, have shown 
their willingness to pay a few pennies 
more for their milk, none of it at gov-
ernment expense, if the additional 
money is going directly to the dairy 
farmer and environmental organiza-
tions have supported dairy compacting 
as a means to help to preserve dwin-
dling agricultural land and open 
spaces. 

I urge my colleague not to look suc-
cess in the face and turn the other way, 
but to support us for a vote on the 
compacts that half of our states sup-
port. 

Mr. President I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following material be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATE OF MAINE, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE, FOOD & RURAL RE-
SOURCES, 

Augusta, Maine, July 3, 2001. 
Senator OLYMPIA J. SNOWE, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SNOWE: We have worked 
closely on the reauthorization of the North-
east Dairy Compact. I am grateful for your 
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efforts and I know Maine’s dairy farmers are 
as well. I understand that the issue of reau-
thorization is coming to the top of the Con-
gressional agenda. I want to reiterate how 
critical the Compact is to dairy farmers in 
Maine and the region, and to provide you 
with the latest facts. 

There are 463 dairy farms comprising 
220,000 acres in Maine. These herds, which 
total about 42,000 animals, produce milk val-
ued at more than $100 million annually. 
Those farms directly employ 1,389 people. 
There are 1,486 indirect jobs attributable to 
the dairy industry. 

Maintaining the number of dairy farms, 
not just the number of cows, is important to 
Maine. Dairy farms are an important and in 
some cases, the only contributor to small 
town economies. The contribution is vital to 
maintaining an economically viable rural 
environment. 

The Compact was designed to assure the 
continued viability of dairy farming in the 
Northeast and to assure an adequate, local 
supply of milk. The Compact has met both 
goals. 

More than $139.4 million has been distrib-
uted through December 31, 2000, to dairy 
farmers in the region since the Compact’s in-
ception, of that $13.7 million has gone to 
Maine dairy farmers. In the five years lead-
ing up to the Compact the number of dairy 
farms in Maine dropped to 514 from 614, a 16 
percent decrease. In the five years since the 
Compact the loss was only 9 percent, from 
514 to 463. 

At the same time, WIC programs in the re-
gion have received $4 million and the school 
lunch programs across the Northeast have 
received $700,000. These payments are made 
under the Compact to hold harmless those 
who need milk most. 

The Compact creates milk-price stability 
and farmers receive a fair price. By main-
taining the viability of dairy farming, it cre-
ates economic stability in rural New Eng-
land. The money from milk checks is spent 
at local feed stores, equipment dealers and 
deposited at local banks. By helping to keep 
families on working farms, the Compact pre-
serves farmland. The people of Maine when 
asked about public policy have consistently 
ranked the conservation of open space as a 
high priority. 

The benefits of the Compact, and the bal-
ances it creates, are all provided with no tax 
dollars. I proudly support the reauthoriza-
tion of the Northeast Dairy Compact and 
strongly encourage your continued support. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT W. SPEAR, 

Commissioner, Department of Agriculture. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE, MARKETS & FOOD, 

June 27, 2001. 
Senator OLYMPIA J. SNOWE, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC 20510. 

DEAR SENATOR SNOWE: You have asked for 
comment on the impact of the Northeast 
Interstate Dairy Compact on the stability of 
the dairy industry in New Hampshire. 

Since the Compact’s inception in July 1997, 
the number of farms producing milk for the 
commercial market in this state has de-
clined from 187 to 176. Several of these farms 
have exited because of death of the operator; 
the land of these farms in most cases is being 
operated by a neighboring farmer. 

But focusing solely on change in the num-
bers of farms may be a mistake, for we have 
seen a period of stability in production come 
during the time the Compact has been in ef-
fect. With a measure of confidence in the 
near term price of milk our farmers have 
been willing to reinvest in their operations 
by upgrading and modernizing facilities, ac-

quiring more efficient equipment, pur-
chasing additional cropland and improving 
the genetic base of their herds. 

Without the Compact’s role in milk pricing 
during periods when Federal Order prices 
were at rock-bottom lows our farmers would 
not have had the courage to modernize and 
improve their operations and their lenders 
would not have had the willingness to meet 
their capital needs. If there had been no 
Compact, I would expect that by now we 
would be down to 130 or even fewer farms. 

The investments made in our dairy enter-
prises as a consequence of the stability 
brought by the Compact serve our New Eng-
land consumers by helping to assure reliable 
sources of fresh milk at reasonable cost. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN H. TAYLOR, 

Commissioner. 

RHODE ISLAND DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT, 

Providence, RI, July 2, 2001. 
Senator OLYMPIA J. SNOWE, 
Russell Senate Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SNOWE: I am responding to 
your recent letter requesting information re-
garding the positive effects of the Northeast 
Dairy Compact on protecting and maintain-
ing dairy farms. 

Rhode Island has a healthy, though limited 
dairy industry, and is considered a consumer 
state. While the number of dairy farms in 
Rhode Island is small in comparison to other 
Compact states, their viability is important 
to our agricultural economy, and they addi-
tionally have important benefits for open 
space protection, wildlife habitat etc. 

In terms of pure numbers, there are cur-
rently 23 active dairy farms in Rhode Island, 
down from 32 at the initiation of the Com-
pact in 1997. In 1983 there were 123 dairy 
farms, which reveals that 6.5 farms were lost 
per year on average prior to the Compact, 
and that rate has declined to 2.3 farms lost 
per year since inception of the Compact. 

It was not anticipated or expected that the 
Dairy Compact would end the loss of dairy 
farms. Significant other factors contribute 
to farm losses (in general) which put pres-
sure on the viability of the farm (ie. death of 
the operator, tax and estate issues, develop-
ment pressure, loss of tillable land etc). 

What the Dairy Compact has clearly done, 
from our perspective and the specific testi-
mony of Rhode Island dairy farmers, is to 
improve the business climate of the farm, en-
abling farmers to better withstand pressures 
which before often brought about the down-
fall of the farm. This is evidenced by the de-
cline in farm losses after initiation of the 
Compact. It is our observation that the dairy 
farms which remain are more viable, more 
stable, and a better business risk for lenders, 
which has allowed operations to modernize 
and other improvements to occur which im-
prove the farm’s chances for survival in com-
ing years. 

I hope this information and perspective is 
useful. Please contact me if I can further as-
sist. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH D. AYARS, 

Chief, RIDEM/Division of Agriculture. 

CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE, OFFICE OF THE COMMIS-
SIONER, 

June 22, 2001. 
Senator OLYMPIA J. SNOWE, 
Russel Senate Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SNOWE: The people of Con-
necticut have been consistently supportive 
of the Northeast Dairy Compact. 

Connecticut is a state of 3,000,000 persons 
and about 3,000,000 acres. It is a state with a 

great deal of diversity, with an economy 
that has evolved from one that was agri-
culture based to an industrial society and 
today is on the way to becoming a high tech 
Mecca. Yet dairy farms remain an integral 
part of the state’s quality of life. 

Why do Connecticut citizens support the 
Compact? 

Because 70% of the working landscape in 
the state is utilized by dairy farmers; 

Because of the state’s 225 dairy farms, 60% 
open their farms to the public to tour the 
farm, visit a pumpkin patch, milk a cow, pet 
a calf, enjoy a hayride, go through a corn 
maze, or just take a quiet walk in a meadow 
to observe wildlife; 

Because dairy farms have become impor-
tant school systems that use in class and on 
farm visits to bring real-life, hands-on expe-
rience to the science and math curriculum; 

Because of the $60 million farmers received 
from the Compact three percent went to sup-
port WIC programs and one percent to reim-
burse school lunch programs; 

Because during the five years since the 
Compact has been in place, the attrition of 
dairy farms dropped (64 in the five years 
prior, 47 in the five years after); and 

Because in the Dairy Compact area, con-
sumers have enjoyed some of the lowest re-
tail milk prices in the country. 

I support the Northeast Dairy Compact be-
cause a stable milk price is as beneficial to 
our state’s consumers as it is to our proc-
essors, retailers and farmers. 

Thank for your support of this important, 
groundbreaking legislation! 

Sincerely yours, 
SHIRLEY FERRIS. 

STATE OF MAINE—JOINT RESOLUTION MEMORI-
ALIZING THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED 
STATES TO REAUTHORIZE THE NORTHEAST 
INTERSTATE DAIRY COMPACT 
Whereas, Maine has nearly 500 dairy farms 

annually producing milk valued at over 
$100,000,000; and 

Whereas, maintaining a sufficient supply 
of Maine-produced milk and milk products is 
in the best interest of Maine consumers and 
businesses; and 

Whereas, a University of Connecticut 
study, done while the Northeast Interstate 
Dairy Compact has been in existence, con-
cluded that from July 1997 to July 2000, the 
price of milk to the consumer increased 29c 
of which 4 1/2c went to the farmer; and 

Whereas, Maine is a member of the North-
east Interstate Dairy Compact; and 

Whereas, the Northeast Interstate Dairy 
Compact will terminate at the end of Sep-
tember 2001 unless action is taken by the 
Congress to reauthorize it; and 

Whereas, the Northeast Interstate Dairy 
Compact’s mission is to ensure the continued 
viability of dairy farming in the Northeast 
and to assure consumers of an adequate, 
local supply of pure and wholesome milk and 
also helps support the Women, Infants and 
Children program, commonly known as 
‘‘WIC’’; and 

Whereas, the Northeast Interstate Dairy 
Compact has established a minimum price to 
be paid to dairy farmers for their milk, 
which has helped to stabilize their incomes; 
and 

Whereas, in certain months the compact’s 
minimum price has resulted in dairy farmers 
receiving nearly 10% more for their milk 
than the farmers would have otherwise re-
ceived; and 

Whereas, actions taken by the compact 
have directly benefited Maine dairy farmers 
by not diminishing the farmer’s share; now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That We, your Memorialists, re-
spectfully urge and request that the United 
States Congress reauthorize the Northeast 
Interstate Dairy Compact; and be it further 
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Resolved, That suitable copies of this Me-

morial, duly authenticated by the Secretary 
of State, be transmitted to the Honorable 
George W. Bush, President of the United 
States, the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States, each 
member of the United States Congress who 
sits as chair on the United States House of 
Representatives Committee on Agriculture 
or the United States Senate Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry, the 
United States Secretary of Agriculture and 
each Member of the Maine Congressional 
Delegation. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. DASCHLE. I also ask unanimous 
consent that the following Senators be 
recognized: Senator HARKIN for 20 min-
utes; Senator CLINTON for 10 minutes, 
Senator SCHUMER for 10 minutes, Sen-
ator LINCOLN for 5 minutes, Senator 
DORGAN for 15 minutes, and Senator 
DAYTON for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. LOTT. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President—and I do not in-
tend to object—I think the Senators 
who wish to be heard on this issue 
should have an opportunity. I did want 
to see if the ranking member on this 
side might have some request at this 
time with regard to the timing of the 
speeches or indications of how votes 
might occur. I withdraw my reserva-
tion and yield the floor to Senator 
LUGAR. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator cannot yield the floor. 

The Senator from Indiana is recog-
nized. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I would 
like the RECORD to reflect that Sen-
ators SESSIONS, COLLINS, GORDON 
SMITH, and TIM HUTCHINSON voted 
‘‘yes’’ on the unanimous consent re-
quest as granted by the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Very 
well. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I inquire 
if Members on our side wish time. 
There are requests: From Senator ROB-
ERTS for 10 minutes, 5 minutes for Sen-
ator CRAIG, and I reserve 15 minutes for 
myself. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

that the Senators alternate, Repub-
lican and Democrat, as we acknowledge 
those who have requested time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There is no objection. 
Mr. DASCHLE. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

minority leader. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, before 

the distinguished majority leader 
leaves the floor, I inquire, then, about 
any plans for further votes to occur 
today or this afternoon. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
failed to add to the list Senator LEAHY. 
I ask 5 minutes for Senator LEAHY. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, with 
this unanimous consent request, there 
will be no more rollcall votes today. I 
thank all Senators for their coopera-
tion. 

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President. 
I yield the floor. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DAYTON). The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand under the unanimous consent re-
quest I am recognized for up to 20 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 20 minutes. 

f 

EMERGENCY AGRICULTURAL 
ASSISTANCE 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, here is 
the situation, just for the benefit of all 
who are watching and wondering what 
happened. Basically what has happened 
is that the Senate just took up the 
House-passed Agriculture emergency 
bill and passed it, and therefore it will 
be sent to the President for his signa-
ture. I also point out we still have 
pending in the Senate the bill that was 
passed by our committee and there has 
been entered a motion to reconsider 
that has been placed by our leader, by 
Senator DASCHLE of South Dakota. So 
at some point when we come back it is 
entirely within the realm of feasibility 
or possibility that this Senate might 
want to revisit that Senate bill because 
it is clear that the House bill is totally 
inadequate to meet the needs of our 
farmers across the country. 

I am proud of our committee and the 
work it did. Keep in mind that our 
committee was not reconstituted or 
able to do business until June 29, be-
cause the Senate organizing resolution 
was held up until then. And we did not 
have our full membership until July 10. 
But our committee worked diligently 
to look at the entire spectrum of farm 
families across America to try to de-
termine what was needed to keep these 
farm families in business, keep their 
heads above water for yet another year 
until we can get a farm bill passed. The 
bill we reported out met the needs of 
farmers across America. Yet the White 
House said no. 

I again point out that our committee 
voted the Senate bill out on a bipar-
tisan vote. The Senate voted, again on 
a bipartisan vote, in favor of our bill 
and the provisions we had in our bill. 
But the White House said no. 

Now we are at the point, because the 
House has left, they went home, and 
because we need to get this money out, 
that a gun is held at our heads by the 
White House and by OMB. They are 
saying if we do not pass the House bill, 
or if we pass something more adequate 
to the need in rural America we may 
lose even the $5.5 billion the House pro-
vided. So the gun was held at our heads 
and the White House refused to com-
promise. 

Yesterday I spoke several times with 
the head of the Office of Management 

and Budget, Mr. Daniels, I spoke with 
the President’s chief of staff, and I 
spoke with the Secretary of Agri-
culture to see if they would at least 
meet with us to see if there could be 
some compromise worked out. I said to 
the President’s chief of staff last night: 
I respectfully request a meeting with 
the President at least to lay out our 
case on why the House bill was inad-
equate. That meeting was denied. So 
the President decided he would accept 
only $5.5 billion, which is only about 
three-fourths of what Congress passed 
in a similar bill last year. 

I had a long visit with the head of 
OMB on the phone last night to try to 
determine why they picked that num-
ber. He said: Well, it looked as if farm 
income was a little bit better this year. 

I said: Compared to what? We have 
had extremely low commodity prices, 
in some cases at about 30-year lows. 
Now, because livestock receipts were 
up a little bit the ag picture looks a 
little bit better than it did last year, 
but we are still in the basement. How-
ever, the money in this bill mainly 
goes to crop farmers, and they are the 
ones who are hurting the most. They 
are not only as bad off as last year, but 
they are probably worse off than last 
year because the prices are still low 
and all of their production costs have 
gone up—fertilizer, fuel, everything. 
Yet somehow the bean counters down 
at OMB have said no, the House bill is 
sufficient. 

I will resubmit for the RECORD at this 
time letters or statements from just 
about all of the main farm organiza-
tions: The American Farm Bureau, Na-
tional Association of Wheat Growers, 
the National Corn Growers Associa-
tion, the American Soybean Associa-
tion, the National Barley Growers As-
sociation and others—all saying that 
the House bill is inadequate. I ask 
unanimous consent they be printed in 
the RECORD. 

[From the Voice of Agriculture, Monday 
July 30, 2001] 

FARM BUREAU DISAPPOINTED IN HOUSE 
FUNDING FOR FARMERS 

WASHINGTON, DC., June 21, 2001—The House 
Agriculture Committee’s decision to provide 
only $5.5 billion in a farm relief package ‘‘is 
disheartening and will not provide sufficient 
assistance needed by many farm and ranch 
families,’’ said American Farm Bureau Fed-
eration President Bob Stallman. 

‘‘We believe needs exceed $7 billion,’’ 
Stallman said. ‘‘The fact is agricultural 
commodity prices have not strengthened 
since last year when Congress saw fit to pro-
vide significantly more aid.’’ 

Stallman said securing additional funding 
will be a high priority for Farm Bureau. He 
said the organization will now turn its atten-
tion to the Senate and then the House-Sen-
ate conference committee that will decide 
the fate of much-needed farm relief. 

‘‘Four years of low prices has put a lot of 
pressure on farmers. We need assistance to 
keep this sector viable,’’ the farm leader 
said. 

‘‘We’ve been told net farm income is rising 
but a closer examination shows that is large-
ly due to higher livestock prices, not most of 
American agriculture,’’ Stallman said. 

‘‘And, costs are rising for all farmers and 
ranchers due to problems in the energy in-
dustry that are reflected in increased costs 
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for fuel and fertilizer. Farmers and ranchers 
who produce grain, oilseeds, cotton, fruits 
and vegetables need help and that assistance 
is needed soon.’’ 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
WHEAT GROWERS, 

Washington, DC, July 11, 2001. 
Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
Chairman, Senate Agriculture Committee, Rus-

sell Senate Officer Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN HARKIN: As President of 
the National Association of Wheat (NAWG), 
and on behalf of wheat producers across the 
nation, I urge the Committee to draft a 2001 
agriculture economic assistance package 
that provides wheat producers with a market 
loss payment equal to the 1999 Production 
Flexibility Contract (AMTA) payment rate. 

NAWG understands Congress is facing dif-
ficult budget decisions. We too are experi-
encing tight budgets in wheat country. While 
wheat prices hover around the loan rate, 
PFC payments this year have declined from 
$0.59 to $0.47. At the same time, input costs 
have escalated. Fuel and oil expenses are up 
53 percent from 1999, and fertilizer costs have 
risen 33 percent this year alone. 

Given these circumstances, NAWG’s first 
priorty for the 2001 crop year is securing a 
market loss payment at the 1999 PFC rate. 
We believe a supplemental payment at $0.64 
for wheat—the same level provided in both 
1999 and 2000—is warranted and necessary to 
provide sufficient income support to the 
wheat industry. 

NAWG has a history of supporting fiscal 
discipline and respects efforts to preserve 
the integrity of the $73.5 billion in FY02– 
FY11 farm program dollars. However, given 
current financial conditions, growers cannot 
afford the reduced level of support provided 
by the House in H.R. 2213. Wheat farmers 
across the nation are counting on a market 
loss payment at the 1999 PFC rate. 

Thank you for your leadership and support. 
Sincerely, 

DUSTY TALLMAN, 
President, National Association 

of Wheat Growers. 

NATIONAL CORN GROWERS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, July 23, 2001. 

Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Agriculture, 

Russell Senate Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN HARKIN: We write to urge 
you to take immediate action on the $5.5 bil-
lion in funding for agricultural economic as-
sistance authorized in the FY01 budget reso-
lution. 

The fiscal year 2001 budget resolution au-
thorized $5.5 billion in economic assistance 
for those suffering through low commodity 
prices in agriculture. However, these funds 
must be dispersed by the US Department of 
Agriculture by September 30, 2001. We are 
very concerned that any further delay by 
Congress concerning these funds will se-
verely hamper USDA’s efforts to release 
funds and will, in turn, be detrimental to 
producers anxiously awaiting this relief. 

We feel strongly that the Committee 
should disperse these limited funds in a simi-
lar manner to the FY00 economic assistance 
package—addressing the needs of the eight 
major crops—corn, wheat, barley, oats, oil-
seeds, sorghum, rice and cotton. It is these 
growers who have suffered greatly from the 
last two years of escalating fuel and other 
input costs. The expectation of these pro-
gram crop farmers is certainly for a continu-
ation of the supplemental, AMTA at the 1999 
level. 

Again, we urge the Committee to allocate 
the market loss assistance payments at the 

FY99 production flexibility contract pay-
ment level for program crops. We feel strong-
ly that Congress should support the growers 
getting hit hardest by increasing input costs. 

Sincerely, 
LEE KLEIN, 

President, National Corn 
Growers Association. 

NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, 
Aurora, CO, July 25, 2001. 

FARMERS UNION COMMENDS SENATE ON 
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PACKAGE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. (July 25, 2001).—The Na-
tional Farmers Union (NFU) today ap-
plauded the Senate Agriculture Committee 
on its approval of $7.4 billion in emergency 
assistance for U.S. agriculture producers. 
The bill provides supplemental income as-
sistance to feed grains, wheat, rice and cot-
ton producers as well as specialty crop pro-
ducers. The Senate measure provides the 
needed assistance at the same levels as last 
year and is $2 billion more than what is pro-
vided in a House version of the measure. 
NFU urges expeditious passage by the full 
Senate and resolution in the House/Senate 
conference committee that adopts the much 
needed funding at the Senate level. 

‘‘We commend Chairman Tom Harkin for 
his leadership in crafting this assistance 
package,’’ said Leland Swenson, president of 
NFU. ‘‘We are pleased that members of the 
committee have chosen to provide funding 
that is comparable to what many farmers re-
quested at the start of this process. This 
level of funding recognizes the needs that 
exist in rural America at a time when farm-
ers face continued low commodity prices for 
row and specialty crops while input costs for 
fuel, fertilizer and energy have risen rapidly 
over the past year.’’ 

The Senate Agriculture Committee ap-
proved the Emergency Agriculture Assist-
ance Act of 2001 that provides $7.4 billion in 
emergency assistance to a broad range of ag-
riculture producers and funds conservation 
programs. It also provides loans and grants 
to encourage value-added products, com-
pensation for damage to flooded lands and 
support for bio-energy-based initiatives. The 
funding level is the same as what was pro-
vided last year and is comparable to what 
NFU had requested in order to meet today’s 
needs for farmers and ranchers. The House 
proposal provides $5.5 billion. 

‘‘We now urge the full Senate to quickly 
pass this much-needed assistance package,’’ 
Swenson added. ‘‘It is vital that the House/ 
Senate conference committee fund this 
measure at the Senate level. As we meet the 
challenge of crafting a new agriculture pol-
icy for the future, today’s needs for assist-
ance are still great. We hope for swift action 
to help America’s farmers and ranchers.’’ 

NATIONAL BARLEY GROWERS ASSOCIATION 
(NBGA)—POSITION STATEMENT 

INCOME AND MARKET LOSS ASSISTANCE FOR THE 
2001 CROP 

The Fiscal Year (FY) 2002 budget resolu-
tion provides $5.5 billion in additional agri-
cultural assistance for crop year 2001 and an 
increase of $73.5 billion in the agriculture 
budget baseline through 2011. The budget res-
olution also provided flexibility in the use of 
a total of $79 billion. Because agricultural 
prices are not improving and production 
costs continue to escalate, NBGA believes it 
will be difficult to fully address the chron-
ically ailing agriculture economy if Congress 
provides no more than $5.5 billion in assist-
ance. 

Although projections show a rise in farm 
income, this is largely due to the fact that 
analysis project livestock cash receipts to 
rise from $98.8 billion in 2000 to $106.6 billion 

in 2001. At the same time, cash receipts from 
crop sales are up less than $1 billion. 

Further, producers continue to face his-
toric low prices and income as well as in-
creased input costs. In 2000, farm expendi-
tures for fuel and oil, electricity, fertilizer 
and crop protection chemicals are estimated 
to increase farmers’ cost $2.9 billion. This 
year, USDA estimates those expenses will 
rise an additional $2 billion to $3 billion 
while farm income continues to decrease. 
These issues affect every sector of agri-
culture. 

We urge Congress to mandate that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture make emergency eco-
nomic assistance for the 2001 crops in the 
form of a market loss assistance payment at 
the 1999 Production Flexibility Contract 
(PFC, or AMTA) payment rate as soon as 
practicable prior to the end of FY01. 

We beleive this additional assistance will 
help address the serious economic conditions 
in the farm sector and does not jeopardize 
the House and Senate Agriculture Commit-
tees’ ability to develop effective new long- 
term farm policy in the near future. 

AMERICAN FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION, 

Park Ridge, IL, July 31, 2001. 
Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
Chairman, Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry 

Committee, U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Of-
fice Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HARKIN: The American 
Farm Bureau Federation supports at least 
$5.5 billion in supplemental Agricultural 
Market Transition Act payments and $500 
million in market loss assistance payments 
for oilseeds as part of the emergency spend-
ing package for crop year 2001. We also be-
lieve it is imperative to offer assistance to 
peanut, fruit and vegetable producers. In ad-
dition, it is crucial to extend the dairy price 
support in this bill since the current pro-
gram will expire in less than two months. 

All over this country agriculture has been 
facing historic low prices and increasing pro-
duction costs. These challenges have had a 
singificant effect on the incomes of U.S. pro-
ducers. At the same time, projections of im-
provement for the near future are not very 
optimistic. We appreciate your leadership in 
providing assistance to address the low-in-
come situation that U.S. producers are cur-
rently facing. 

We thank you for your leadership and look 
forward to working with you to provide as-
sistance for agricultural producers. 

Sincerely, 
BOB STALLMAN, 

President. 

JULY 31, 2001. 
Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-

estry, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The undersigned oil-

seed producer organizations strongly support 
the Committee’s efforts to complete consid-
eration of legislation to provide Economic 
Loss Assistance to producers of 2001 crops 
prior to the August Congressional work pe-
riod. As you know, funds available for this 
purpose in FY–2001 must be expended before 
the end of the Fiscal Year on September 30, 
2001. This deadline requires that Congress 
complete action this week, so that the Farm 
Service Agency can process payments after 
enactment. 

As part of the Economic Loss Assistance 
package, we support continuing the level of 
support for oilseeds provided in last year’s 
plan of $500 million. Prices for oilseeds are at 
or below levels experienced for the 2000 crop. 
Farmers and their lenders expect Congress to 
maintain oilseed payments at last year’s lev-
els. 
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For this reason, we support making funds 

available for oilseed payments from the $7.35 
billion provided in the Budget Resolution for 
FY–2002. This is the same approach used for 
2000 crop oilseeds, when $500 million in FY– 
2001 funds were made available. We only ask 
that oilseed producers receive the same sup-
port, and in the same manner, provided last 
year. 

Thank you very much for your efforts to 
provide fair and equitable treatment for oil-
seed producers in this time of severe eco-
nomic hardship. 

Sincerely yours. 
BART RUTH, 

President, American 
Soybean Assn. 

LLOYD KLEIN, 
President, National 

Sunflower Assn. 
STEVE DAHL, 

President, U.S. Canola 
Assn. 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Reston, VA, July 27, 2001. 

Senator TOM HARKIN, 
U.S. Senate, Chairman, Senate Agriculture 

Committee, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR HARKIN: On behalf of the 

National Wildlife Federation (NWF) and its 
more than 4 million members and supporters 
nationwide, I would like to thank for your 
strong leadership in providing significant 
funding for conservation programs within 
the Emergency Agricultural Aid Package 
passed by the Senate Agriculture Committee 
earlier this week. 

For too many years, conservation pro-
grams have been overlooked as viable and 
sustainable solutions to the emergency needs 
of agricultural producers suffering from the 
results of flooding and drought. As you are 
aware, programs such as the Wetlands Re-
serve Program and Floodplain Easement 
Program put needed funds into the hands of 
farmers at the same time that they take dis-
aster-prone land out of production, reducing 
the need for future disaster assistance. 
Thanks to your efforts, such programs will 
be considered as components of agricultural 
disaster assistance this year. We look for-
ward to working with you to ensure that this 
funding is retained during floor consider-
ation of the bill and in conference with the 
House. 

Once again, we thank you for your work in 
support of conservation programs. 

Sincerely, 
MARK VAN PUTTEN, 

President & CEO. 

THE AMERICAN DIETETIC ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, July 31, 2001. 

Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-

estry, U.S. Senate, Russell Building, Wash-
ington, DC. 

Attn: Karil Bialostosky. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: ADA is writing to go 

on record in support of several nutrition pro-
visions proposed in the Emergency Agricul-
tural Assistance Act of 2001 (S. 1246). These 
provisions move programs in the right direc-
tion by increasing consumer access to 
healthful foods. The American Dietetic Asso-
ciation promotes optimal nutrition and well 
being for all people by advocating for its 
members—70,000 nutrition professionals who 
are the leading providers of food and nutri-
tion services in the United States. 

All consumers in the United States should 
have access to a wide variety of safe, afford-
able and nutritious foods. ADA urges Con-
gress to support agriculture policy and fund 
programs that help Americans follow a diet 
consistent with the U.S. Dietary Guidelines 

for Americans. The Commodity Purchases 
provision (Title I, Section 108) and Sections 
301, 302, 303 and 304 of the Nutrition Title 
(Title III) move toward that goal. 

Sincerely, 
KATHERINE J. GORTON, 

Director, 
National Nutrition Policy. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask again, Mr. Presi-
dent, who knows better what the farm-
ers of America need, OMB and the bean 
counters or the National Corn Growers 
Association? Who knows better what 
our farmers need, the people down at 
the White House running around those 
corridors down there or the American 
Soybean Association and our soybean 
farmers? Who knows better about what 
our farmers need, the people down at 
OMB who say we only need three- 
fourths of what we had last year or the 
farmers of America, through their rep-
resentatives here, who have said time 
and time again the House bill is inad-
equate? 

To show you how bad it really is, 
here is a letter dated today to me from 
the American Soybean Association, the 
National Corn Growers Association, 
the National Association of Wheat 
Growers, and the National Cotton 
Council, sent to me in my capacity as 
chairman of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee. 

It says: 
The undersigned organizations are con-

cerned that despite your best efforts to de-
velop an emergency assistance package, the 
Senate’s efforts to respond to the severe eco-
nomic crisis facing agriculture will be unsuc-
cessful unless emergency agricultural legis-
lation is enacted prior to the August recess. 
With the House of Representatives already in 
recess, the only course available to the Sen-
ate to ensure that farmers receive $5.5 billion 
of funds earmarked for 2001 is to pass H.R. 
2213 as passed by the House. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AUGUST 3, 2001. 
Re Emergency Assistance for Agriculture. 

Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The undersigned or-
ganizations are concerned that despite your 
best efforts to develop an emergency assist-
ance package, the Senate’s efforts to respond 
to the severe economic crisis facing agri-
culture will be unsuccessful unless emer-
gency agricultural legislation is enacted 
prior to the August recess. With the House of 
Representatives already in recess, the only 
course available to the Senate to ensure that 
farmers receive $5.5 billion of funds ear-
marked for 2001 is to pass H.R. 2213 as passed 
by the House. 

In order to avoid the very real possibility 
these budgeted funds will be lost, we urge 
the Senate to take the necessary action and 
pass H.R. 2213 without amendment and send 
the bill to the President. Without timely ac-
tion, we face the prospect of missing the 
budget-imposed September 30 deadline and 
forfeiting this crucial financial aid. 

With prices of many commodities even 
lower than 2000, with increased costs for fuel 
and other inputs, and with severe weather in 
some regions, U.S. farmers need this assist-

ance package more than ever. It is impera-
tive that Congress complete its work right 
away. 

Thank you for your consideration of our 
request. 

Sincerely, 
American Soybean Association. 
National Corn Growers Association. 
National Association of Wheat Growers. 
National Cotton Council. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, again, I 
want you to know how proud I am to 
have stood side by side with the Amer-
ican Soybean Association, the National 
Corn Growers Association, the Na-
tional Association Of Wheat Growers, 
and the National Cotton Council. We 
have fought side by side to respond to 
the dire needs of our farmers in Amer-
ica. 

But, as this letter shows, we have a 
gun held to our heads. If we don’t pass 
that House bill today, we risk losing 
even that amount of money. 

We have this confrontation. I had 
hoped that the President would be will-
ing to meet with us to seek some rea-
sonable compromise. After all, this 
President came to town saying he 
wanted to be a conciliator. He wanted 
to work together in a bipartisan fash-
ion to seek compromise. We want to 
seek compromise. The House passed 
$5.5 billion. We passed $7.5 billion. We 
were willing to meet and discuss and 
work out some compromise. The White 
House was unwilling to meet and un-
willing to compromise. 

I have heard time after time speeches 
on the other side of the Senate. I have 
heard from my Republican friends say-
ing how bad it is in agriculture and 
how much we need this assistance. But, 
obviously, the President has said no. 

In my conversations with the head of 
OMB last night, I kept saying: Why? 
For what reason is it $5.5 billion or 
nothing? He said that is our number— 
5.5. It was almost like a mantra. He 
said: It is 5.5, and we are not going to 
budge from it. 

It is one thing to have a strong posi-
tion, but it is another thing to have a 
position in which you have taken a 
strong stand that does not correlate 
with the facts. The facts are that farm-
ers and rural America need a lot more 
help than what this House bill pro-
vides. 

Again, I point out what the dif-
ference between the House-passed bill 
and the Senate bill means for our farm-
ers around America. These are the pay-
ments that would go out to farmers in 
a number of States in this country. 

In this column, we see what the Sen-
ate bill would provide. We see in this 
column the House bill. The compari-
sons are just on the commodity title, 
but do not include the specialty crop 
purchases or House bill specialty crop 
payments to states. This is how much 
each State will lose because the Presi-
dent refused to compromise. 

Washington State will lose $103 mil-
lion for their farmers. That is the dif-
ference between what the Senate bill 
had and what the House bill had. Wash-
ington State farmers will get $75 mil-
lion from the House bill. We had $178 
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million in our bill for Washington 
State farmers. Washington farmers are 
going to be hurt and hurt badly. So 
will their community banks; so will 
the auto dealers; so will the hardware 
stores; the feed stores; and, everyone 
else in those small towns all over the 
State of Washington. 

In Iowa, in my home State, farmers 
will lose $91.47 million because the 
President said no, again just on the 
commodity title and not counting con-
servation, for example. 

In Minnesota, they will lose $82.7 mil-
lion; Texas, $82.4 million. In the Presi-
dent’s home State, farmers are going 
to lose $82.42 million. 

In Illinois, they will lose $81.6 mil-
lion. In Nebraska, they will lose $65.2 
million; Kansas will lose $61.7 million 
for their farmers; North Dakota, $60.7 
million; California, $52.5 million; Ar-
kansas will lose $43.9 million for their 
farmers; Indiana will lose $40.12 mil-
lion; Louisiana, $32 million; South Da-
kota, $32 million; Missouri, $31 million; 
Michigan, $31 million; Ohio, $29 mil-
lion; Montana, $24 million; Wisconsin, 
$24 million; Idaho, $23.9 million; Okla-
homa, $22.8 million; Mississippi, $22 
million. 

That is what the House bill is going 
to cost the farmers in those States be-
cause the President said no. The Presi-
dent is determined that the House bill 
was sufficient to take care of the farm-
ers in those States. 

Time and time again I see the Presi-
dent visiting farms. How many farms is 
he going to have to visit before he gets 
the picture and before he understands 
what is happening in rural America? 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter of March 
13 sent to the Honorable PETE DOMEN-
ICI, chairman —at that time—of the 
Budget Committee. It was signed by 21 
Members of the Senate asking that the 
2001 Agriculture Market Transition Act 
payment be the same as it was last 
year. The letter went on to say how 
bad things are in rural America with 
high production costs, fuel, fertilizer, 
and interest rates with projections 
that farm income will not improve in 
the near future. It says: 

We believe it is vitally important to pro-
vide at least as much total economic assist-
ance for 2001 and 2002 as was provided for the 
2000 crop. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
letter and the accompanying signa-
tures be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 13, 2001. 

Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen-

ate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR PETE: We are writing to request your 

assistance in including appropriate language 
in the FY02 budget resolution so that emer-
gency economic loss assistance can be made 
available for 2001 and 2002 or until a replace-
ment for the 1996 Farm Bill can be enacted. 
Specifically, since conditions are not appre-

ciably improved for 2001, we support making 
market loss assistance available so that the 
total amount of assistance available through 
the 2001 Agricultural Market Transition Act 
payment and the Market Loss Assistance 
payments will be the same as was available 
for the 2000 crop. We understand it is unusual 
to ask that funds to be made available in the 
current fiscal year be provided in a budget 
resolution covering the next fiscal year, but 
the financial stress in U.S. agriculture is ex-
traordinary. 

According to USDA and other prominent 
agriculture economists, the U.S. agricultural 
economy continues to face persistent low 
prices and depressed farm income. According 
to testimony presented by USDA on Feb-
ruary 14, 2001, ‘‘a strong rebound in farm 
prices and income from the market place for 
major crops appears unlikely . . . assuming 
no supplemental assistance, net cash farm 
income in 2001 is projected to be the lowest 
level since 1994 and about $4 billion below the 
average of the 1990’s.’’ The USDA statement 
also said . . . ‘‘(a) national farm financial 
crisis has not occurred in large part due to 
record government payments and greater off- 
farm income.’’ 

In addition to sluggish demand and chron-
ically low prices, U.S. farmers and ranchers 
are experiencing rapidly increasing input 
costs including fuel, fertilizer and interest 
rates. According to USDA, ‘‘increases in pe-
troleum prices and interest rates along with 
higher prices for other inputs, including 
hired labor increased farmers’ production ex-
penses by 4 percent or $7.6 billion in 2000, and 
for 2001 cash production expenses are fore-
cast to increase further. At the same time, 
major crop prices for the 2000–01 season are 
expected to register only modest improve-
ment from last year’s 15–25 year lows, re-
flecting another year of large global produc-
tion of major crops and ample stocks.’’ 

During the last 3 years, Congress has pro-
vided significant levels of emergency eco-
nomic assistance through so-called Market 
Loss Assistance payments and disaster as-
sistance for weather related losses. During 
the last three years, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation has provided about $72 billion in 
economic and weather related loss assistance 
and conservation payments. The Congres-
sional Budget Office and USDA project that 
expenditures for 2001 will be $14–17 billion 
without additional market or weather loss 
assistance. With projections that farm in-
come will not improve in the near future, we 
believe it is vitally important to provide at 
least as much total economic assistance for 
2001 and 2002 as was provided for the 2000 
crop. 

Congress has begun to evaluate replace-
ment farm policy. In order to provide effec-
tive, predictable financial support which also 
allows farmers and ranchers to be competi-
tive, sufficient funding will be needed to 
allow the Agriculture Committee to ulti-
mately develop a comprehensive package 
covering major commodities in addition to 
livestock and specialty crops, rural develop-
ment, trade, and conservation initiatives. 
Until new legislation can be enacted, it is es-
sential that Congress provide emergency 
economic assistance necessary to alleviate 
the current financial crisis. 

We realize these recommendations add sig-
nificantly to projected outlays for farm pro-
grams. Our farmers and ranchers clearly pre-
fer receiving their income from the market. 
However, while they strive to further reduce 
costs and expand markets, federal assistance 
will be necessary until conditions improve. 

We appreciate your consideration of our 
views. 

Sincerely, 
Thad Conchran, John Breaux, Tim 

Hutchinson, Mary Landrieu, Kit Bond, 

Blanche Lincoln, Jim Bunning, Mitch 
McConnell, Max Cleland, Jeff Sessions, 
Richard Shelby, Jesse Helms, Larry 
Craig, James Inhofe, Strom Thurmond, 
Zell Miller, Craig Thomas, Chuck 
Hagel, Peter Fitzgerald, Bill Frist, Kay 
Bailey Hutchison. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, nothing 
has changed. I can only assume my 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
would like to have had more money for 
our farmers. They would like to have 
had the Senate-passed bill to provide 
100 percent of AMTA because this is 
what they asked for. That is what we 
put in the Senate bill. But, obviously, 
the President said no. The President 
said no; farmers had enough. 

I also point out what else was in our 
bill in terms of conservation. Our bill 
provided funding for a number of USDA 
conservation programs. The Wetlands 
Reserve Program, the Wildlife Habitat 
Incentives Program, and Farmland 
Protection Program are all in jeopardy 
because the House bill has zero dollars 
for conservation. 

Let me show you what it is in terms 
of all of the funding for these pro-
grams. 

Here is the Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram. Right now the total backlog is 
about $568 million. In our bill, we had 
$200 million for the Wetlands Reserve 
Program to cut that in half. Here are 
the top 10 States that need funding for 
the Wetlands Reserve Program. 

I see my friend and colleague from 
Arkansas, a distinguished member of 
our committee, here in the Chamber. 
Arkansas has $89 million in backlog for 
the Wetlands Reserve Program. These 
are all eligible enrollments. But we 
don’t have the money for it. At least 
our bill would have cut that almost in 
half. 

Iowa, my State, $81.9 million; Cali-
fornia, $78.9 million; Louisiana, $69 mil-
lion; Mississippi, $18 million. All of 
these States have backlogs for the Wet-
lands Reserve Program. The House pro-
vides zero dollars. That puts the Wet-
lands Reserve Program in jeopardy. 

We have the Farmland Protection 
Program to help buy easements to keep 
our farmland in farmland rather than 
in urban sprawl. The total U.S. backlog 
is $255 million. We had $40 million in 
our bill, which coupled with money 
from the States, local governments and 
non-profit organizations would have 
helped a lot to save farmland. The 
House bill had zero dollars for that. 

Under the Wildlife Habitat Incentives 
Program, the backlog is $14 million. We 
had $7 million in our bill, again to cut 
that backlog in half. 

Here are all the States with all of the 
backlogs that we could have helped in 
the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Pro-
gram. 

Lastly, Environmental Quality In-
centives Program, with a backlog of 
$1.3 billion. We had $250 million in our 
bill to reduce that down. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD four 
charts showing the backlogs in USDA 
conservation programs for a number of 
States. 
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There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Wetlands Reserve Program 
[Total U.S. Backlog = $568,772,170] 

TOP 10 STATES 
Arkansas ........................... $89,102,486 
Iowa ................................... 81,965,541 
California .......................... 78,988,416 
Louisiana .......................... 69,656,427 
Missouri ............................ 41,111,255 
Florida .............................. 27,539,000 
Minnesota .......................... 25,017,968 
Illinois ............................... 24,986,434 
Michigan ........................... 20,500,000 
Mississippi ......................... 18,173,136 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources Conservation Service. 

Farmland Protection Program 
[Total U.S. Backlog = $255,677,581] 

TOP 10 STATES 
California .......................... $47,692,183 
New York ........................... 33,760,639 
Maryland ........................... 29,531,511 
Florida .............................. 18,799,852 
Pennsylvania ..................... 15,908,572 
Delaware ........................... 12,926,040 
Kentucky ........................... 12,290,000 
Michigan ........................... 11,579,235 
New Jersey ........................ 10,692,132 
Massachusetts ................... 10,465,820 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources Conservation Service. 

Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program 
[Total U.S. Backlog = $14,447,989] 

TOP 10 STATES 
Oregon ............................... $1,129,115 
Texas ................................. 1,100,000 
Florida .............................. 1,040,000 
West Virginia .................... 1,030,472 
Arkansas ........................... 920,000 
Colorado ............................ 770,000 
Maine ................................. 650,000 
Michigan ........................... 613,434 
Alabama ............................ 548,000 
South Dakota .................... 529,395 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources Conservation Service. 

Environmental Quality Incentives Program 
[Total U.S. Backlog = $1,378,348,711] 

TOP 10 STATES 
Texas ................................. $175,615,986 
Oklahoma .......................... 60,684,644 
Georgia .............................. 55,908,744 
Arkansas ........................... 53,263,407 
Kansas ............................... 49,142,061 
Montana ............................ 46,421,056 
Kentucky ........................... 44,107,218 
Nebraska ........................... 42,912,850 
Tennessee .......................... 40,772,836 
Virginia ............................. 39,795,591 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources Conservation Service. 

Mr. HARKIN. These States have tre-
mendous backlogs and needs in the En-
vironmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram to help clean up the water and 
conserve resources in these States. We 
had about $1⁄2 billion in our bill to help 
all of the States meet the environ-
mental standards and needs in States. 

Many of the farmers in these States 
have to meet environmental standards, 
and even without requirements, farm-
ers and ranchers strive to take care of 
the land. They want to do their best to 
be good stewards. In many cases farm-
ers are doing this out of their own 
pockets with their own machinery and 
their own time. 

I believe we need to help them. We 
need to help these farmers meet these 

environmental standards. Yet the 
House bill provides nothing. 

It is too bad that the President would 
not even meet with us and would not 
try to work out some decent com-
promise. We were willing. The Presi-
dent said, no. They made their point 
they were only going to have $5.5 bil-
lion for our farmers; they were not 
going to have any conservation. 

We also wanted to broaden this bill 
out to address the needs of our spe-
cialty crop producers in America, the 
people who raise peas and lentils and 
apples and all the other fruits and 
vegetables that are part of our great 
bounty that we have in this country. 
These farmers are hurting, too. We 
tried to help them. The House bill does 
a little bit, but hardly anything at all, 
to help these beleaguered farmers. 

Lastly, I want to say—and I want to 
make this point one more time, as I 
made it to OMB and to the White 
House—the $7.5 billion that we had in 
our bill fully complied with the budget. 
No budget point of order would lay 
against our bill. We had $5.5 billion in 
fiscal year 2001. We used $2 billion of 
the $7.35 billion that was allowed us in 
2002. We did not bust any budgets. We 
stayed within the budget. We met our 
obligations, and we met our obligations 
both to fiscal responsibility and also 
our responsibility to the farmers of 
this country. 

So I will close by saying that the 
fight goes on. This Senator, and I am 
sure many other Senators in this body, 
are not going to give up. The President 
got his way because he has the veto. 

I am hopeful that we can work with 
the White House in August and in Sep-
tember, and going into this fall, on two 
things. One is to shape and fashion a 
new farm bill that will get us off the 
failed policies of the past. There is no 
doubt in anyone’s mind that the Free-
dom to Farm bill has failed, and failed 
miserably. We need a new farm bill. We 
need a new vision of agriculture in 
America. We need a farm bill that will 
move us into the 21st century. 

I look forward to working with the 
administration and with the Secretary 
of Agriculture, for whom I have the 
highest regard and respect, to fashion 
that new farm bill. 

I also hope that as we go into the 
fall, we should come back and see what 
we might need to fill the gap between 
the end of September and whenever the 
farm bill is passed. The House bill we 
passed shorted farmers in Iowa and 
across the nation. The market loss and 
oilseed payments were cut back. The 
specialty crops were left out. Conserva-
tion was left out. Some assistance to 
our dairy farmers was left out. I hope 
we can come back in September— 
maybe early October—and revisit this 
and, hopefully, have the help and the 
support of the White House at that 
time to at least fill in that gap. That is 
what we tried to do in this bill, to fill 
in the gap from the end of September 
until such time as the farm bill is 
passed and enacted to make sure that 

our programs for conservation were not 
interrupted, and to make sure that 
farmers were taken care of. 

The fiscal year may end on Sep-
tember 30, but the crop-year does not. 
Farmers need help in October and No-
vember. 

So hope springs eternal. The fight 
goes on. We will never give up the fight 
to provide the kind of assistance and 
support that our farmers and our farm 
families need—and not just those in 
the Midwest, but those in Michigan and 
New York and Washington State and 
all over this country, to make sure 
that those farm families are able to 
continue and to provide the agricul-
tural products that we need for our 
country. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. STA-

BENOW). The Senator from Indiana is 
recognized. 

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator CRAPO 
be added to the list of speakers who 
have been granted 5 minutes to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Excuse me just one sec-
ond. I am supposed to add someone 
else. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that Senator DODD be added to 
the list of speakers who have been 
granted 10 minutes to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

EMERGENCY AGRICULTURAL 
ASSISTANCE 

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I join 
the distinguished chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee in saying the fight 
always goes on for American farmers. 
In the Agriculture Committee we have 
that commitment. And it is one we 
take with a great deal of pride and, 
likewise, with a high energy level. But 
today, Madam President, let me just 
say American farmers rejoice because a 
remarkable thing has occurred in this 
Senate Chamber this morning. We have 
come together with our colleagues in 
the House to pass a bill, which now, 
through some effort, will go to the 
House, to the President for signature, 
and to American farmers. 

Let me just say the benefits to Amer-
ican farmers are very substantial. We 
began this quest because American 
farmers, according to the best estimate 
of the USDA, would receive—without 
our action—$3 billion less in aggregate 
cash income this year. We have, by our 
actions this morning, sent to American 
farmers $5.5 billion. We have, in fact, 
exceeded the gap and, as a matter of 
fact, made certain that agricultural in-
come in America for this year will be 
$2.5 billion more than last year. 

That has not escaped the attention of 
a good number of agricultural organi-
zations that have beneficiaries. The 
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American Soybean Association, the 
National Corn Growers Association, 
the National Association of Wheat 
Growers, the National Cotton Council, 
and the U.S. Rice Producers Group 
have all written this morning to the 
chairman, with a copy of their letter to 
me, simply urging the Senate ‘‘to take 
the necessary action and pass H.R. 
2213’’—the House bill—‘‘without 
amendment and send the bill to the 
President.’’ 

Each of these groups wrote to the 
chairman: ‘‘Without timely action, we 
face the prospect of missing the budg-
et-imposed September 30 deadline and 
forfeiting this crucial financial aid.’’ I 
mention that because I appreciate 
their commendation of our work and 
their encouragement that we do pre-
cisely what we have done this morning. 

I want to mention that it is impor-
tant that all Members understand what 
we have done; namely, that through 
the so-called AMTA payments, $4.622 
billion in supplemental payments will 
be sent to producers in the next few 
days; $424 million in market loss pay-
ments to soybean producers and other 
oilseed producers, who received this as-
sistance last year, will be distributed 
in the next few days; $159 million in as-
sistance to producers of specialty 
crops, such as fruits and vegetables, 
will receive their money through our 
block grants to the States. 

I make that point because the only 
way in which money could conceivably 
have gotten to any specialty group 
would have been through these block 
grants to States and a distribution 
after finding the recipients in each of 
those States. I make that point be-
cause there always was an illusion that 
somehow money to specialty crops 
could come in some other way, but 
there are not good lists, the criteria, 
and the other aspects that have sur-
rounded the so-called program crops. 
Therefore, this was an essential point, 
if the specialty crop recipients were to 
get their money before September 30. 
And $129 million in market loss assist-
ance will go to tobacco farmers, whose 
names and addresses are well known to 
USDA; $54 million, likewise, to peanut 
growers; $85 million for cotton seed; $17 
million for wool and mohair producers; 
and $10 million of emergency food as-
sistance support. 

I make these points because each one 
of us may have a wish list of those that 
we would like to receive money. The 
purpose of this action, the reason that 
both Houses have taken action—and we 
have done so unanimously this morn-
ing—is that we saw a gap for American 
agriculture in total. We have tried to 
fill the gap. In committing com-
promises and bicameral compromises, 
we have tried to make certain that as-
sistance came to the normal program 
recipients since the time of the 1930s, 
the specialty crops, and to many others 
who were identified in previous supple-
mental bills of the last 2 years. 

I regret there is difficulty with re-
gard to the stance of the President. I 

simply want to support the President 
very strongly in the action he took. 

First of all, he supported the $5.5 bil-
lion of payments. He pointed out, as I 
have this morning, that if these are to 
make a difference for farmers, they 
need to be received now. They need to 
make their appointments with the 
country bankers as required and make 
certain that they stay in business. It is 
easy enough for us to speculate that if 
we did not take action now or if we 
took action in the by and by, somehow 
more might be obtained. 

The fact is, more was not going to be 
obtained for farmers now. The only 
way in which money could be obtained 
was, first of all, following the budget 
resolution so a point of order was not 
entered; secondly, recognizing that the 
money destined for next year in the 
Senate Agriculture Committee’s origi-
nal bill was very likely to be taken off 
the table before it was distributed. 

I want to make the point again that 
we suggested earlier in the debate: 
While we are in recess, OMB and CBO 
are going to come forward with esti-
mates of our national budget picture. 
Almost every prediction is that these 
estimates will downsize the amount of 
money that is anticipated to be coming 
into the Federal Government, the 
amount of the surplus, the amount of 
money, in fact, for the appropriations 
bills, eight of which are still to be con-
sidered by the Senate. 

Already the distinguished chairman 
of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, the distinguished ranking 
member, Senators BYRD and STEVENS, 
are cautioning the subcommittees in 
appropriations not to exceed the allo-
cations of money they have received. 
They are cautioning them because they 
are pointing out the money simply 
may not be there. 

We were in a position that if we did 
not take action now, it is very conceiv-
able that the money that was destined 
for American farmers might not have 
been there either. The number of 
claimants, whether in defense, in 
health, in education, in all the various 
aspects of American life, are very con-
siderable. We have pinned down for 
American farmers today money that 
we want to go to American farmers. We 
have done so in a responsible way. We 
have done so with the support of the 
President of the United States and 
both Houses of the Congress. That is no 
minor achievement in an agricultural 
piece of legislation. 

Let me point out one further thing 
about the President of the United 
States; that is, he is determined, as I 
hope most of us are, to be responsible 
with regard to money. We have had 
years in this body in which Members 
were more or less responsible—some-
times less. As a consequence, large 
deficits were the result. 

In a bipartisan way, we have deter-
mined those days ought to be over. It 
does require that, finally, we do our 
very best to conform to the budget, 
that we respect the rights at least of 

all the other claimants to Federal 
funds, including taxpayers. The Presi-
dent is simply saying: I am going to do 
my duty. If I see things exceeding the 
budget, I am going to veto those bills. 

He has said that with regard to our 
Agriculture Committee bill. If it ex-
ceeds $5.5 billion, I am going to veto it. 
The President said that to me person-
ally at 3:40 yesterday afternoon, face to 
face. So there was no doubt. He did not 
hide behind a letter from OMB, did not 
suggest that unnamed advisers nec-
essarily were speaking for him. He 
came to the Capitol twice during this 
week and talked about the trust he has 
in behalf of the American people, all of 
the American people, for the integrity 
of our financial system and the integ-
rity of Social Security and Medicare 
and all of the educational plans he has 
worked with the Congress to forward 
and all the plans for health care for the 
elderly that he is working with the 
Congress to forward. 

All of these are also our objectives. 
They fit together only if there is a cer-
tain degree of discipline and order. 

The President has said: I am going to 
provide that. You can count on me. 

His credibility is at stake when he 
says that. Sometimes Presidents say, 
perhaps if this doesn’t work out, this 
and that will occur. This President 
said: If this exceeds $5.5 billion, I am 
going to veto it. 

I believed that. This morning, the 
Senate has believed that. The House 
believed that. We have a result in con-
formity with the budget. That is a vic-
tory for the American people likewise, 
as well as for agricultural America. 

Now it has, in fact, more money than 
the year before but some assurance 
that we are not going to have fiscal ir-
responsibility again, rampant infla-
tion, the difficulties that come when 
there is not solid leadership at the top 
and in this body. 

Finally, let me say that it has been a 
pleasure for me to work on this bill 
with members of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, our chairman, Senator HARKIN, 
with the present occupant of the chair, 
Ms. STABENOW, with many Members 
who had diverse views. 

One of the aspects of our committee 
I have found—my service is now in its 
25th year—is that we do have diverse 
views because we come from constitu-
ents who believe very strongly about 
these issues and who want our advo-
cacy and our support. We try to do 
that. I think we listen to each other, 
and we understand that there is not 
simply one crop in America that is 
dominant, that we are a very diverse 
group in terms of our interests. It is 
amazing how we are able to come to-
gether for good results. 

I believe we have come together for a 
good result on this day. I appreciate, 
even as I say that—I see the faces and 
hear the words of the Members—that 
not every aspect of this result is in 
conformity with what we might have 
wished would have occurred. I made 
the admission, as I was offering an 
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amendment the other day—which 
failed narrowly by 52–48—that this is 
not exactly the amendment I would 
have started with or the one maybe I 
would have finished with. Nevertheless, 
it was an amendment that reflected the 
views of Members of the House and 
many members of our committee and, 
in my judgment, was in the realm of 
the possible. That is the final criteria 
for agricultural bills. It takes very lit-
tle skill to paint a picture of all of the 
money that might go to various States 
or people or crops or groups in Amer-
ica. Simply to add them up and say, 
here is the total, believe me, all of 
these are good folks and all need the 
money. That is true. They are all good, 
and they all need the money. Agri-
culture does not pay well. 

The facts of life are that money that 
goes into agriculture is very impor-
tant, not only for the recipients but for 
our country, for the continuity of all of 
our States and small towns in the rural 
areas that we try to support. 

At the same time, most farmers I 
know understand that funds are not 
available for everything. They want 
people of common sense to make cer-
tain that there is something at the end 
of the rainbow as opposed to blue-sky 
thinking and more grandiose schemes. 

In due course, we are going to have 
an opportunity, under the leadership of 
our chairman, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Iowa, to consider a farm bill 
this year or next, or whatever the con-
text may be in the scheduling of the 
distinguished chairman. I will join him 
enthusiastically, as I suspect the occu-
pant of the chair will, as we take a 
look at conservation programs that are 
very important for America, for rural 
development programs that are impor-
tant, not just for farmers but often for 
the second income for farmers and 
their families and those who are impor-
tant to agricultural production in 
America. 

We are going to take a look, I hope, 
at nutrition programs that make a 
very sizable difference for many Ameri-
cans beyond production in agriculture. 
This scope of our committee’s activi-
ties is broad, as broad as food, nutri-
tion, and forestry might imply, and 
that is exciting. 

I think we are going to have a superb 
farm bill, and I hope we will be able to 
work closely with our friends in the 
House, with the White House, with ev-
erybody, so we move along together 
without misunderstandings and have 
the best sort of result at the end of the 
road with the greatest amount of 
agreement. 

I trust in the course of brokering all 
of these different ideas there will be 
some disagreement, and ultimately we 
will have to make hard choices. I am 
prepared to work on that project with 
that thought firmly in mind, and I look 
forward to it. For the moment, I be-
lieve we have great news this morning 
for farmers in America but likewise for 
the citizens of our country because we 
have acted in a responsible way. We 

will have even better news as we pro-
ceed into a new farm bill and take a 
comprehensive look at all the ways we 
might affect the lives of Americans in 
a very constructive way. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 

know the Senator from New York is 
next up to speak, and I ask unanimous 
consent that I speak for about 3 min-
utes without jeopardizing her right to 
speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ator from Washington, Ms. CANTWELL, 
be added to the list of speakers and be 
allowed to speak for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 
take this time to express my deep grat-
itude to my ranking member, my good 
friend, the distinguished Senator from 
Indiana, to thank him for the gracious-
ness he has given to me, first when he 
was chairman and I was ranking mem-
ber and now when I am chairman and 
he is ranking member. I could not ask 
for a better partner on the Senate Ag-
riculture Committee than Senator 
LUGAR. We have worked very closely 
together. 

This legislative disagreement we had 
here this week again reminds me of 
why this is called the crucible of de-
mocracy. We grind these issues out in 
time and we move ahead, which is what 
I have always loved about the legisla-
tive process. Friends can differ. We can 
fight these things out and work them 
out, and we move ahead. 

I am quite taken by what the distin-
guished ranking member said about 
looking ahead on the farm bill. We 
have discussed this personally, in pri-
vate, many times. 

Everything the distinguished ranking 
member just mentioned is something I 
feel strongly about and feel deeply 
about. I believe we are going to have 
many, many opportunities to work to-
gether this fall to fashion a new farm 
bill, as the distinguished ranking mem-
ber said, that looks at the broad spec-
trum of agriculture beyond just pro-
duction but all of the aspects of agri-
culture. 

I am quite heartened by his words 
and, again, I want the Senator from In-
diana to know how much I really ap-
preciate the many kindnesses he and 
his staff have shown to me and my 
staff through all of the processes of the 
changes that have come about this 
summer, and working on this bill, and 
I really look forward to working with 
him on the development of the new 
farm bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I 
also thank the chairman and ranking 
member for not only the work they 
have done on this bill but the work 

they will do on the farm bill this fall. 
I know this is a difficult matter. 

Both the chairman and the ranking 
member have outlined the challenges 
ahead of us, but I know everyone in 
this Chamber is ready and willing to 
work together to get a result that will 
be not only fair to our farmers but will 
recognize the full extent of both agri-
cultural and conservation needs that 
go hand in hand with agriculture 
throughout our country. 

I rise today to say a few words about 
agriculture in New York because I have 
noticed many of my colleagues are sur-
prised there is agriculture in New 
York. Many people, perhaps some in 
the gallery today, think of New York 
and think of New York City. They may 
fly into LaGuardia or out of JFK. They 
do not get a chance to travel through-
out the State to see the beauty of the 
scenery and to know how important 
agriculture is to the livelihood, the 
economy, and the future of New York. 

In every section of New York, even 
surprisingly in some of the boroughs of 
New York City, there are still some ag-
ricultural interests. Much of the State, 
from St. Lawrence to Orleans, to the 
entire southern tier out into Long Is-
land, agriculture remains a critical 
part of the fabric of life in New York 
and is a crucial livelihood for countless 
New Yorkers. 

In fact, agriculture still is the No. 1 
economic sector in New York, which 
would come, I suppose, as a surprise to 
many people from the Midwest or the 
South. I have been fortunate, having 
grown up in the Midwest—actually in 
Illinois, right between the chairman 
and the ranking member of the Agri-
culture Committee—to know a little 
bit about Midwest agriculture. Then I 
have been honored to have lived in Ar-
kansas, for which good friend Senator 
LINCOLN, having come from a farming 
family, is a champion, so I know full 
well how critical agriculture is in the 
Midwest, in the South, in the West, but 
I do not want anyone in this Chamber 
or anyone in our country to overlook 
or forget how important agriculture is 
in the Northeast and particularly in 
the State of New York. 

I received a letter from a farmer in 
Kent, NY. What he has written could be 
written from the chairman’s State or 
the ranking member’s State. I want to 
read what he said: 

I am writing this letter with great concern 
on behalf of our family farm. Our family 
farm was started in early 1900 by my grand-
father and grandmother when they came to 
America from England. I started working on 
the farm as a young man at the age of 7 by 
riding with my father and watching how to 
work and how to make a living, by providing 
food for the world in which we live. Now at 
age 46, I sit back and try to evaluate what is 
wrong with our agriculture picture. 

Our cost of production has gone through 
the roof as fuel, labor and growing mandates 
are taking our profit out of the picture. Our 
fresh fruit apples, after being packed out of 
storage, have a slim chance to exceed the 
cost of production. 

Our vegetable operation, along with our 
grain crops, are in the same position, due to 
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commodity prices that are lower than 25 
years ago, but yet fuel prices alone have 
more than doubled in 15 months. 

He goes on to write: 
Usually, there is always one commodity 

that excels each year to offset the poorer 
priced ones, but that has not happened in the 
past year. Your first response is to get your 
cost of production down and to establish a 
higher yield, but we have exhausted all of 
these options. Every time we have a poten-
tial for a commodity price increase, one of 
our competitors ship across the borders, 
keep prices low and here we sit in New York 
just trying to survive. 

I have a great deal of pride and want to do 
my part to keep agriculture the number one 
industry in our County of Orleans, State of 
New York. Let us get agriculture out of this 
situation and back on track immediately. 

I could not agree with this gentleman 
more. What I hope we are going to be 
able to do, as the chairman, the rank-
ing member, and the committee mem-
bers craft their farming bill for this 
fall, is to make sure those of us who 
may not be on the committee but who 
represent farmers and a farming State, 
no matter how difficult that may be for 
some to believe, will also be at that 
table because we have to be heard on 
behalf of our farmers. 

I want to point to this chart. In 1964, 
there were 66,510 family farms. In 1997, 
we are down to 31,757. Certainly, some 
of those farms were lost because New 
York grew. The county I live in became 
pricey, choice real estate for people 
who wanted to live near New York 
City. We are fighting to preserve the 
farmland we still have left in West-
chester County. 

We know there were inevitable 
changes. No one is arguing against the 
inevitability of change that is going to 
take farmland out of production, but in 
many parts of our State we lost popu-
lation. There was not population pres-
sure forcing people into the country, 
therefore doing away with available 
farmland. We lost farmland because 
our farmers were not given a fair 
shake, were not given the tools with 
which to compete. 

As we look at the farm bill, I hope we 
are going to also look at the important 
essential role farmers play in conserva-
tion, preserving our rural countryside, 
making it possible to have high water 
quality and wildlife habitat. I know if 
it were not for farmers all up and down 
the Midwest and the South, there 
would not be as many ducks to hunt 
every year. I know farmers have played 
a critical role in preserving wildlife 
habitat for hunters and for the enjoy-
ment of so many other people. 

Farmers have a role not only in pro-
ducing quality, affordable food, but 
also improving water quality and wild-
life habitat, restoring wetlands, and 
protecting farmland from further de-
velopment. I hope we are going to get 
some of that conservation assistance in 
the farm bill coming this fall. I would 
have preferred by far the bill that came 
out of the committee in the Senate. 
That was not possible because of the 
President’s veto threat. That is what 

the ranking member just explained. I 
deeply regret that. 

As the chairman, Senator HARKIN, 
pointed out, this would not have busted 
the budget. This was forward funding 
that would have gone into next year. 
The dollars then could have been dis-
tributed not only to help our farmers 
but also to do the conservation work 
that they do for all of us. 

I want to mention also that we have 
some crops in New York that do not 
produce a lot of money, less than 
$10,000, but we are proud of them. We 
have a lot of orchards in New York, 
going from 6,931 in 1964 to 2,436 in 1997. 
We still are proud of our apple growers. 
We are proud of our speciality crops. 

In May, there was an article in the 
Washington Post about the plight of 
apple growers in Albany, NY. It told 
how this past March Susan and Gary 
Davis auctioned off the machinery they 
used to tend orchards and vegetables 
on a farm that had been in their family 
for a century. They said: You feel like 
you are letting them down, both past 
generations and your own children. But 
they just could not keep up with the 
costs, and their farm manager finally 
said he could not do it anymore. The 
grower gave up and moved to find a 
livelihood somewhere else. 

We know we have to do more to make 
farming a viable alternative for those 
who are willing to put in the long 
hours, are willing to do the work that 
gives us a safe food supply. I consider 
food security part of national security. 
Certainly that is true when it comes to 
the speciality crops and also when it 
comes to dairy in New York. 

Our dairy farmers are down to 8,732 
farms. I bet a lot of people did not 
know there were 8,700 dairy farms in 
New York. We are the third largest 
dairy producing State in America, and 
we are proud of that fact. But we have 
to have some help. We have to be able 
to compete with our neighbors to the 
north, with our neighbors to the south, 
and with our neighbors to the west. 

Milk is New York’s leading agricul-
tural product, creating almost $2 bil-
lion in receipts. We rank third behind 
California and Wisconsin. Our dairy 
farmers are probably the hardest work-
ing farmers, maybe the hardest work-
ing small businesspeople, one will find 
anywhere. It is a 24-hour-a-day, 7-day- 
a-week job. I was visiting with some of 
our dairy farmers on the shores of 
Lake Champlain. They have been there 
for seven, eight, and nine generations. 
This is a difficult, tough job. We should 
not make it any harder. We should be 
proud of those who are willing to do 
this work, and we should find ways to 
support them because it helps all of us. 

Finally, I hope my colleague, Senator 
SCHUMER, and I are able to convey as 
clearly and, hopefully, persuasively as 
possible that when agriculture is dis-
cussed, New York should be at the 
table. I thank everyone in this Cham-
ber for giving us the opportunity to 
have our farmers receive the same help 
that all of our farmers in America 
need. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the Senator has expired. 
The Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, 

there is a sigh of relief all throughout 
farm country in regard to passage of 
this emergency assistance. We avoided 
a partisan train wreck, losing the 
money, taking the money from next 
year’s farm bill, and or next year’s 
emergency assistance. I regret that it 
came to this. This is a trail we really 
did not have to take. 

When you serve on the Agriculture 
Committee—and I have done that in 
the House and Senate—you have the 
opportunity to serve on one of the 
most nonpartisan committees in the 
Congress. 

With the events of the past week, I 
deeply regret what some have referred 
to as partisan milk that got a little 
sour and curdled a little bit. But, we 
have cleaned it up and we have made 
some progress. We have an old expres-
sion in my hometown of Dodge City, 
KS: If you are riding ahead of the herd, 
it’s a good thing to take a look back 
now and then to make sure it is still 
there. 

I say to my colleagues, the reverse is 
also true. We have done that today. It 
is a good idea for both sides to take a 
look and tell your leadership when you 
are about to be driven off an emer-
gency assistance cliff along with our 
farmers and ranchers. We avoided that 
today, and that is a positive step. 

We had the possibility of endangering 
emergency funding for our farmers and 
ranchers. I was worried some would 
have preferred an issue as opposed to a 
bill. We were about to saw off the 
branch that supports our farmers and 
hang all of us in the process. 

Here is the deal. If the majority had 
prevailed, the bill would have had to be 
conferenced with the House. If we sim-
ply check the lights in the House, they 
are out of town; they are gone. I went 
over to the House last night during the 
debate on the Patients’ Bill of Rights. 
I met with both the Agriculture Com-
mittee chairman, LARRY COMBEST, and 
the ranking member, CHARLIE STEN-
HOLM, both good friends, not to men-
tion the members of the House Agri-
culture Committee. They were ada-
mant, and I mean adamant—put that 
in bold letters—in support of the state-
ment they released a day or two ago. 
Their statement—not mine—said: 

For the sake of our farmers, the U.S. Sen-
ate must put politics aside and realize the 
critical importance of passing the 2001 crop 
assistance bill immediately, so that the 
process can continue and a bill can be sent to 
the President for signature. 

The House statement went on: 
The House Ag Committee, anticipating 

this need, acted early and responsibly, pass-
ing a bill out 6 weeks ago. 

That is now 7 weeks. 
This bill was passed by the House on June 

26— 

Unanimously on a voice vote— 
and was immediately sent to the Senate 
where it languished. If payments are not 
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made before September 30 of this year then 
$5.5 billion that was fought for and budgeted 
for farmers will disappear. At this critical 
time, we must all put our agendas aside and 
concentrate our efforts on providing the 
needed assistance for farmers. It is unwise to 
encumber the bill with unnecessary, non-
emergency items like increased conservation 
spending when our farmers’ livelihoods hang 
in the balance. The process must move on. 

My friends, those were the words of 
the Chairman and Ranking Member in 
the House. We have done that. I think 
it is a step in the right direction. 

I point out that one of the reasons 
the House was so adamant, why they 
were so upset, is that the House Agri-
culture Committee passed a new farm 
bill out of committee last week, and it 
uses the $2 billion extra that was in the 
Senator from Iowa’s approach for their 
farm bill. I do not know how my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
would have proposed, or we would have 
proposed, to reconcile the difference. 

I am not sure what the farm bill will 
look like in the Senate, but I do not 
think we want to propose the House 
cut their own farm bill in terms of tar-
get price, AMTA payments, loan levels. 
Obviously the farmers of wheat, corn, 
cotton, rice, and soybean in North Da-
kota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Iowa, 
Arkansas, and Kansas would not have 
supported that move. 

I say it again: We were about to bor-
row from the future. We did not do 
that. 

I will sum up what I think happened 
in this situation. I think it could be a 
good lesson learned. 

June 5, my colleagues on the other 
side take over control of the Senate 
and the Senate Agriculture Committee. 
June 20, the House Agriculture Com-
mittee passed its bill. This is the emer-
gency assistance bill. June 26, the full 
House passed the bill on a voice vote. 
June 28 to July 24, 6 hearings were held 
in the Senate Agriculture Committee 
on the farm bill and other issues no 
hearings or meetings on the assistance 
package were held during this time. 
July 25 we went to markup. Late July 
27, the bill is brought up for debate; 
July 30 through today, this moment, 
debate on the legislation. July 31, the 
CBO sends a letter to the Senate stat-
ing 2001 funds will be scored in 2002 if 
the bill is not passed before the August 
recess. July 31, the House Agriculture 
Committee Chairman COMBEST and 
Ranking Member STENHOLM asked the 
Senate to please approve the House- 
passed bill and get the money to farm-
ers and ranchers. August 1, Mr. COM-
BEST and Mr. STENHOLM make strong 
statements that I don’t have to go into, 
again asking the Senate to pass the 
House bill. August 2, CBO verbally con-
firmed to me what they stated in their 
previous letter of July 31: The bill 
must be passed before the August re-
cess or they will score the money going 
out in fiscal year 2002. Again this 
morning, CBO staff again confirm to 
my staff that the Senate bill, as writ-
ten, must be passed before the August 
recess in order for the money to be 
scored in fiscal year 2001. 

I think that lays out the facts. 
Again, the point was, delay. In Au-

gust, there is going to be a new budget 
estimate. I think we all know about 
the rhetoric and the legislation that 
will be flying around in September and 
October with any emergency or addi-
tional spending bumping against the 
trust funds. 

Do we really want to be considering a 
package like this with amendments, 
saying we cannot use the money be-
cause it will allegedly come from So-
cial Security? Do we want agriculture 
in that position? Do we want farmers 
and ranchers being the poster people 
for raiding Social Security? I don’t 
think that is a very good idea. 

Finally, you can’t have it both ways. 
Further delay of trade authority for 
the President and getting a consistent 
and aggressive export policy will cer-
tainly mean a continued loss of market 
share and exports. We have to sell our 
commodities. If we don’t, it means 
there will be calls for another emer-
gency bill next year. I hope we don’t 
have to have that, but we may. And 
this money and this emergency bill, or 
at least in the proposal offered by the 
distinguished chairman, would have 
taken money from that account. 

I was very worried this morning. I 
thought Senators could, maybe would, 
take this issue and ride with it, that we 
would have gone squarely into a boxed 
canyon and fired off our shotguns of 
partisan rhetoric, whoop and holler as 
to who was to blame. Some of that has 
been said on the Senate floor. Or we 
could have passed the House version, 
and we did, of emergency relief and get 
assistance to hard-pressed farmers and 
hopefully begin bipartisan work on the 
next farm bill. 

I have been through six farm bills. 
You can always have an issue or you 
can always have a bill. It is basically 
that simple. In this regard, without 
question, I think the decision reached 
spared agriculture and that means the 
assessments will be forthcoming. 

There used to be a chairman in the 
House Agriculture Committee in 
Texas, Bob Poage, an outstanding 
chairman, great chairman. People used 
to ask Bob, when a farm bill came to 
the floor of the House, Mr. Poage, Mr. 
Chairman, is this the best possible bill? 
And he would say, no; but it is the best 
bill possible. 

In a gesture of friendship and biparti-
sanship with the distinguished chair-
man of the House Agriculture Com-
mittee, the distinguished ranking 
member, and other members of the Ag-
riculture Committee, the distinguished 
acting Presiding Officer is a very val-
ued member of the committee. Let’s 
work together on this. Let’s not go 
down this road again. Let’s work in a 
bipartisan matter for farmers. I pledge 
I will do that. I pledge to the chairman 
I will do that. This morning was not a 
pleasant experience for any of us. But 
we did the right thing as of this morn-
ing. 

To reiterate: 

Mr. President, this is a partisan trail 
that we did not have to take. When you 
serve on the Agriculture Committee, 
you have the opportunity to serve on 
one of the most nonpartisan commit-
tees in the Congress. With this stand-
off, I deeply regret the spilled partisan 
milk, and its gotten pretty sour. 

There is an old expression we have in 
my home town of Dodge City, KS—‘‘If 
you are riding ahead of the herd it’s a 
good thing to take a look back now and 
then to make sure its still there.’’ 

My colleagues, the reverse is also 
true. It would be most timely and a 
good idea this morning for the herd 
across the aisle to look ahead and tell 
your leadership that you are about to 
be driven off an emergency assistance 
cliff—along with our farmers and 
ranchers. 

Those who are endangering emer-
gency funding for our farmers and 
ranchers, those who apparently prefer 
an issue to emergency farmer relief are 
about to saw off the branch that will 
support farmers and hang all of us in 
the process. Here is the deal. 

Obviously, should the majority pre-
vail, this bill would have to be 
conferenced with the House. Check the 
lights over there, the House is gone. I 
went over to the House last night dur-
ing the debate on the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights and met with both Agriculture 
Chairman LARRY COMBEST and Ranking 
Member CHARLIE STENHOLM, not to 
mention many members of the House 
Agriculture Committee. 

They are ADAMANT in support of 
the statement they released just a day 
or two ago. That statement, theirs— 
not mine—said this: 

The Senate Majority Leader is diverting 
attention with a fast shell game to quickly 
switch blame for the Senate not finishing its 
work on farmer assistance on time. Close of 
business set for early August has been sched-
uled since the beginning of the year. Against 
this well publicized early August deadline, 
the Senate has had the House-approved bill 
languishing for over a month now. There has 
been absolutely nothing keeping the Senate 
Agriculture Committee from moving on its 
own package, rather than waiting until the 
last minute. The Senate’s search for an ex-
cuse on a past-due bill must mean they fear 
going home to face the music from constitu-
ents. 

In another statement on July 31: 
For the sake of our farmers, the U.S. Sen-

ate must put politics aside and realize the 
critical importance of passing the 2001 crop 
assistance bill immediately so, that the 
process can continue and a bill can be sent to 
the President for signature. The House Ag 
committee, anticipating this need, acted 
early and responsibly, passing a bill out 6 
weeks ago. This bill was passed by the House 
on June 26, and was immediately sent to the 
Senate where it has languished. If payments 
are not made before September 30 of this 
year, then $5.5 billion that was fought for 
and budgeted for farmers will disappear. At 
this critical time, we must all put our agen-
das aside and concentrate our efforts on pro-
viding the needed assistance for farmers. It 
is unwise to encumber the bill with unneces-
sary, non-emergency items like increased 
conservation spending when our farmers’ 
livelihoods hang in the balance. The process 
must move on, and the Senate must act. 
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I would also point out that the House 

Agriculture Committee passed a new 
farm bill out of committee last week. 
It uses this $2 billion for 2002 funding 
on the new farm bill. 

How do my colleagues on the other 
side propose to reconcile this dif-
ference? I’m not sure what the farm 
bill will look like in the Senate. But 
would they propose the House cut the 
target price, AMTA, or loan levels in 
its proposal? Will the wheat, corn, cot-
ton, rice, and soybean farmers in North 
Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, 
Iowa, Arkansas, and other States sup-
port that move? 

I will say it again, we are borrowing 
from the future if we pass this bill as it 
is currently written. 

Mr. President, let me sum up: 
June 5: My colleagues on the other 

side take over control of the Senate 
and Senate Agriculture Committee. 

June 20: House Agriculture Com-
mittee passes its bill. 

June 26: The full House passes the 
bill on a voice vote. 

June 28 to July 24: Six hearings in 
the Senate Agriculture Committee on 
the farm bill and other issues. No hear-
ings or meetings on this assistance 
package. 

July 25: Mark-up. 
Late July 27: Bill is brought up for 

debate. 
July 30 through today: debate on this 

legislation. 
July 31: CBO sends letter to the Sen-

ate stating 2001 funds will be scored in 
2002 if the bill is not passed before the 
August recess. 

July 31: House Agriculture Com-
mittee Chairman COMBEST and Rank-
ing Member STENHOLM ask the Senate 
to approve the House passed bill and 
get our money to our farmers and 
ranchers. 

August 1: Mr. COMBEST and Mr. STEN-
HOLM accuse the Senate majority lead-
er and chairman of obstructing the pas-
sage of this important legislation. 

August 2: CBO verbally confirmed to 
me what they had stated in their pre-
vious letter of July 31: the bill must be 
passed before August recess or they 
will score the money going out in 
FY02. 

Mr. President, I believe that lays out 
the facts. 

Again, the point is the delay. In Au-
gust, there will be a new budget esti-
mate. And we all know the rhetoric 
and legislation that will be flying 
around here with regard any emer-
gency or additional spending bumping 
against trust funds. Do we really want 
to be considering this package with 
amendments saying we cannot use the 
money because it allegedly will come 
from Social Security. Do we want agri-
culture in that position? 

Finally, let me say you cannot have 
it both ways on the other side of the 
aisle. Further delay of trade authority 
for the President will certainly mean 
continued loss of market share and ex-
ports. That means another emergency 
bill next year. And, this money robs 
that account. 

Now, Senators can take the issue and 
ride with it, squarely into a box canyon 
and fire off our partisan pop guns and 
whoop and holler as to who was to 
blame. Or we can pass the House 
version of emergency relief and get the 
assistance to our hard pressed farmers 
and hopefully begin bipartisan work on 
the next farm bill. 

We can have an issue or we can enact 
emergency assistance, it is that simple. 
In this regard, without question the de-
cision reached this morning will spare 
agriculture further delay and will pro-
vide the assistance needed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Madam President, I 
came to the floor last night in a great 
deal of frustration, and now I come to 
the floor in a great deal of disappoint-
ment. This morning, the Senate moved 
forward on an emergency assistance 
package for farmers that most in this 
body know is inadequate. We have done 
something. We have moved forward, as 
many people have said, because the 
House has left or because the President 
drew a line in the sand. 

That is not what our job in the Sen-
ate is. Our job in the Senate is to do 
the best we can possibly do. Is this bill 
the best we can do? Absolutely not. I 
don’t think there is a Senator in this 
Chamber who thinks we have done the 
best job we could do on an Agriculture 
emergency supplemental bill. That is 
amazing to me. 

We approved a bill that most Mem-
bers know is not going to provide even 
the minimum of support that our farm-
ers and our communities, our rural 
communities, our community banks, 
and our rural economies really need. 
Our program crops said from day 1 of 
this year they needed AMTA payments 
at 100 percent of the 1999 level. 

In February, when we started going 
to the administration, saying we are 
going to need an emergency Agri-
culture supplemental bill, we are going 
to need 100-percent AMTA at 1999 lev-
els, we are going to have to have it; our 
bankers are saying they are making 
loans to our agricultural producers 
based on the fact they are going to get 
100 percent at 1999 levels, the adminis-
tration and others came back and said: 
Wait until we get through with this tax 
bill. Then they said: Well, wait until 
we finish with the education bill. Then 
we will deal with it. And then: Let’s 
wait until we get past the Patients’ 
Bill of Rights and we will deal with it. 
Wait, wait, wait until we get back from 
the Fourth of July recess. 

And guess what. We made the mis-
take of believing them and we waited 
in good faith, thinking at the end of 
the road the administration would 
have the same consideration for pro-
duction agriculture as those who have 
grown up in it. Guess what. We were 
wrong. We were wrong. We thought 
they would come in good faith from the 
administration and work with Mem-
bers on this. 

Have they? No. People have said: I 
am tired; it is time for vacation. Let’s 
go home. 

Our specialty crops needed more 
money for commodity purchases and 
other forms of support. All of our pro-
duction farmers needed assistance. 
Where were we? The administration 
says farm income is at an all-time 
high. Guess what. Do you know why it 
is at an all-time high? Because the 
rural economy has been in the tanks 
for years. Their energy costs are at an 
all-time high and rising. Their fer-
tilizer input costs are at an all-time 
high. Their energy costs, diesel—name 
it—implement costs, the costs of buy-
ing machinery, and the costs of meet-
ing environmental regulations, every 
one of them is at an all-time high, and 
many of our States have producers 
whose farmer income, 50 percent of it, 
is government payment. Why? Because 
we have not provided for our agricul-
tural producers in terms of good, solid, 
trade opportunities and global market-
place shares because we have not taken 
into consideration what it means to 
those individuals to produce a safe and 
abundant and affordable food supply 
for those who enjoy it. 

We enjoy the most environmentally 
sound agricultural products in the 
world coming out of this country. That 
is all going away unless we make an 
obligation to production agriculture, 
that when it comes time to being there 
for them, we will be there, instead of 
just saying all year long: Just wait. 
Just wait until we get through all of 
these other things and then we will be 
there for you. 

I look at some of my local spinach 
growers in Arkansas who are not far 
from local canneries yet find it impos-
sible sometimes to market their spin-
ach just down the road because they 
can be outbid by spinach that is com-
ing in from Mexico, grown with chemi-
cals we banned over 10 years ago. 

What are we doing for production ag-
riculture, to make sure that you and I 
will continue to have that environ-
mentally well grown product for our 
children and for future generations? 
What is our response? Give them less 
than they need, close up shop, and fly 
home for vacation. Why? Because the 
House is going home, we can’t do any-
thing. 

Well if the House jumps off the 
bridge, are we going to jump off the 
bridge, too? What if the administration 
says it is just not that important; we 
are not going to come over to negotiate 
with you to come to some middle 
ground that is going to provide our 
producers the 100 percent of AMTA 
from 1999 levels that we promised them 
back in February? I don’t know. I re-
ject that. I still believe I am here to do 
the best job I can possibly do for those 
American producers. I reject the argu-
ment that it is too late. I reject the ar-
gument that we cannot give them what 
they need. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CORZINE). The time of the Senator has 
expired. 
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Mrs. LINCOLN. I ask unanimous con-

sent for an additional 2 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mrs. LINCOLN. I reject the argument 

that we cannot stay here and fight for 
our American producers and our farm-
ers. 

Farmers themselves say that govern-
ment is just waiting until they die 
away, that the family farmer is gone 
and we can just depend on corporate 
America to provide us what we need. 

I look around at some of the fights I 
have been fighting this year on behalf 
of aquaculture and fish farmers in Ar-
kansas. They are having to compete 
with misleading labeling from other 
countries that are claiming they are 
producing that kind of product which 
we produce here, a farm-raised, grain- 
fed product, when we know what is 
coming in the country from Vietnam is 
not that. It is raised on the Mekong 
River under unbelievable environ-
mental conditions. Yet it has been sent 
to this country in misleading ways and 
sold to the consumers here. 

We are dealing with a crisis in agri-
cultural production. I come to the floor 
saddened. As I look around at this 
body, I realize that the Members of the 
Senate years ago used to travel here 
from their home farms in faraway 
States and spend the time that they 
did to debate the issues of this country, 
all the while still remembering where 
they came from, the heartland that 
they represented, the communities and 
the agricultural producers. In my home 
State of Arkansas, when that farmer is 
out in the field and he is bringing in 
his crop, he is picking cotton or he is 
combining beans or he is combining 
rice and gets to the end of a long hot 
day, and the Sun is setting and he sees 
a thunderstorm coming out of the 
west, do you know what. He doesn’t 
pack it up and go home. He turns the 
lights on, on his combine, and he keeps 
going, because he believes in producing 
for the American people and the world 
the safest, most abundant and afford-
able food supply in this world, and he 
does no less. 

I, for one, think the Senate could do 
better. I think we must. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent there be a pe-
riod for morning business with Sen-
ators permitted to speak up to 10 min-
utes, and the following Senators be 
added to the current list of speakers: 
Senator KENNEDY for 20 minutes, Sen-
ator BYRD, Senator HOLLINGS, Senator 
CORZINE, and Senator SMITH of Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

EMERGENCY AGRICULTURE 
ASSISTANCE ACT 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
know for me to speak on the floor 

about agriculture raises some eye-
brows, let’s say. I have found that as I, 
along with others, have been trying to 
help my colleague from Vermont who 
has been fighting a lonely battle, for 
Northeast agriculture. When I spoke in 
the Democratic caucus, I heard some-
one sort of singing ‘‘Old McDonald,’’ 
and other things. So people ask, why 
am I so interested in agriculture, com-
ing from a State such as New York? 

For one thing, people forget how 
much agriculture there is in the State 
of New York. We are a large agricul-
tural producer. We rank third in dairy 
production. We rank second or third, 
depending on the year, in apple produc-
tion. We are high up in onions and 
many kinds of specialty products. In 
fact—and these are numbers that even 
surprised me—New York has 38,000 
farmers. That is 13,500 more farmers 
than Idaho; 10,400 more than Montana; 
7,700 more than North Dakota; 5,500 
more than South Dakota; and 28,800 
more than Wyoming. So those States 
which are regarded as agricultural 
States have fewer farmers, many fewer, 
than my State of New York. 

We do have a large city—we have sev-
eral large cities. Thank God, we have 
lots of other kinds of industries. But 
agriculture is a vital industry. 

The second reason I care about agri-
culture—and it has been new to me; 18 
years in the House serving a district in 
a corner of Brooklyn and Queens, we 
didn’t have any farmers—is meeting 
the people who do it. I met one family 
with a farm in their family in Suffolk 
County for 12 generations. You look 
into their eyes and see how hard-work-
ing they are and see how productive 
they are, and you see the land and 
God’s beauty in a wonderful way give 
forth fruits and vegetables and crops. 
You see how hard they work and you 
feel for them. 

They are on a frustrating treadmill. 
It seems they work harder and harder 
but survival in agriculture is even 
more difficult for them. You look into 
their eyes and you realize something 
else. These farmers are the breeder re-
actor, the place where American values 
grow and are nurtured. It has been so 
since the Republic was founded, and it 
still is. The values of hard work and 
teamwork and self-reliance and indi-
viduality, for which our country is 
known and blessed, have started on the 
farm. 

So even if all the food could be pro-
duced somewhere else and it could be 
as good and as high quality, I do not 
think we would want to lose farmers 
from America and the American way of 
life because the two are so inextricably 
tied. So I care about agriculture. I care 
a great deal about our farmers in New 
York. 

This farm bill, admittedly, does not 
do what we want. But I want to tell the 
farmers that we have gotten a pledge 
from our majority leader that the part 
of this bill that was cut out by the 
House will be debated in September. 
That includes the relief for the apple 

farmers that many of us in the North-
east—my colleague, Senator CLINTON— 
and Senator LEVIN and Senator STABE-
NOW and the two Senators from Wash-
ington worked hard to get in the bill. 
That will come back and have another 
chance. The provisions the Senator 
from Iowa put in the bill to deal with 
specialty crops and conservation, 
which affected the Northeast, will 
come back as well. I am glad about 
that. 

When the farm bill comes up, we will 
make our fight for the dairy farmers, 
and it is going to be a royal fight be-
cause we really care about them. 

What I would like my colleagues to 
know is, my good friend from Vermont, 
who has often been alone in this fight, 
is now being joined by many of us. As 
I mentioned, my colleagues Senator 
CLINTON and Senator TORRICELLI are in 
the fight; Senator JEFFORDS, of course, 
has always been in the fight, as have 
our Senators from Massachusetts and 
Pennsylvania and other States as well. 
We are going to put Northeast agri-
culture on the legislative map. 

It will not be good enough to have 
bills any longer that do not do a thing 
for us. I think we have persuaded our 
Democratic leadership here in the Sen-
ate to do so. We have a bit of work to 
do in the House. We have a bit of work 
to do in the White House. But we are 
going to do it. 

In fact, as I look at this as somebody 
admittedly new to agriculture, I would 
like to make a point to my colleagues. 
I have never seen a place where we 
spend so much money and where there 
is so much unhappiness among the re-
cipients. Something is dramatically 
wrong. 

Mr. President, 50 percent or 47 per-
cent of farm income is now Govern-
ment. I do not know one other area in 
the country where that happens. I am 
willing to do it because, as I said, I be-
lieve in the family farm and the values 
that they bring. But can’t we come up 
with a better way? Can’t we come up 
with a way that makes the family 
wheat farmer in North Dakota and the 
family corn and hog farmers in Illinois 
happier than they are now? Can’t we as 
we come up with that come up with 
something that includes the dairy 
farmer in New York or Vermont or the 
apple grower in New Jersey or Massa-
chusetts? We have to come up with a 
better way because the present way 
isn’t working. 

More and more money—this is an-
other $5 billion—doesn’t help our area. 
Our fights will come later in Sep-
tember and in October with the farm 
bill. But that $5.5 billion isn’t making 
many people happy, even though they 
are getting it, because they are still 
struggling. 

Freedom to Farm is a problem. Ev-
eryone says it. I tend to agree. But you 
know that we had problems before 
Freedom to Farm, too. As long as I 
have been in the Congress, which is 
from 1981, we have seen more and more 
money going to agriculture and our 
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family farmers be less and less happy. 
They are not happy in the Northeast 
where we get very little help. They are 
not happy in the Middle West and the 
South where they get a lot of help. 

We are going to have to come to-
gether and come up with a system that 
works that doesn’t put 80 percent of 
the money to huge agribusiness where 
they do not need it but directs the dol-
lars at the family farm and gives that 
family I talked about as I began my 
speech, who wakes up at sunrise and 
battles the elements and produces 
God’s bounty from the Earth, a fight-
ing chance. 

Let’s not continue on this treadmill 
to nowhere. It is going to divide us. 
You see the fissures already. More im-
portantly, it is not going to help the 
people we want to help—the family 
farmer. 

I am here today to stick up for the 
38,000 New York farmers who work 
hard—and many others who depend on 
them—and the Northeastern farmer 
and to say to my colleagues we have to 
do a lot better in a system that contin-
ually spends more money and produces 
less happiness among the people who 
are its recipients. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I applaud 

the senior Senator from New York for 
his statement. I note that the two Sen-
ators from New York have been in the 
conferences we held. They fought hard 
for the interests of the Northeast and 
the Atlantic States. It is partly be-
cause of that fight that I have to stand 
here today to strongly oppose another 
of the misguided, unbalanced, and ac-
tually archaic plans for emergency ag-
ricultural assistance. 

To put it bluntly, not only for 
Vermont farmers but farmers through-
out the Northeast and Mid Atlantic 
States, they receive little or no relief 
from this package. This package is un-
balanced and unfair to my region, even 
when it passed the House of Represent-
atives, and it remains unbalanced and 
unfair as it passes the Senate today. 

Chairman HARKIN’s bill that passed 
out of the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee recognizes the emergency as-
sistance needs for all farmers in all 
States. Chairman HARKIN’s bill has 
comprehensive assistance for specialty 
crops, including desperately needed as-
sistance for our Nation’s apple growers. 
It also adds needed funding for vol-
untary agricultural conservation pro-
grams on private lands, programs that 
the President chose not to fund this 
year despite overwhelming needs, and 
in spite of critical backlogs in all 50 
States. 

Conservation assistance funds are 
critical for cash-poor farmers—espe-
cially in my region of the country— 
helping farm families comply with the 
highest water and soil quality stand-
ards to keep their farmland healthy 
not only for this year but for next year. 

None of those comprehensive spe-
cialty crop funds, nor conservation 

funds, are found in the bill we just 
passed. 

Senator HARKIN’s bill also added dis-
aster assistance for the devastation 
caused by armyworms in New England 
and throughout the country. None of 
this assistance is in the bill we just 
passed. 

Despite what one may hear, the bill 
we passed is not agricultural assistance 
for all farmers—not by a long shot. It 
is sodden with regional disparity. 
Those of us from the regions that have 
been slighted strongly believe that this 
has to be the last agricultural bill with 
such bias. It is not even fiscally respon-
sible. 

The bill sends billions of taxpayer 
dollars—dollars that come from farm 
families across the Nation—to a hand-
ful of States in the Midwest. In fact, al-
most $3 billion of the $5.5 billion in 
emergency agricultural assistance— 
about 50 percent of this agricultural as-
sistance—will go to only 10 States. 

I have to ask, Why? Why does my 
State of Vermont—a State where fam-
ily farmers are in serious trouble, 
where low prices and poor weather con-
ditions are forcing farmers to sell their 
family land—receive less than four 
one-hundredths of a percent of this 
year’s emergency agricultural assist-
ance? 

Vermont farmers pay taxes, too. In 
fact, if assistance in this so-called agri-
cultural emergency bill were based on 
the true value of Vermont’s contribu-
tions to the Nation’s agriculture, 
Vermont would receive over six times 
what I see in this bill. 

Farmers throughout the Northeast 
and Mid Atlantic States pay their 
taxes. While those farmers produce al-
most 7 percent of the Nation’s agricul-
tural products, those farmers receive 1 
percent of the $5.5 billion flying out 
these doors to the Midwest. 

Look at Texas. Texas farmers are 
going to receive about 8 percent of the 
$5.5 billion—almost $400 million alone. 
When all is said and done, five select 
States in this country will each receive 
over $300 million for this bill. Ten 
States are going to get over $150 mil-
lion. The rest get practically nothing. 

Some may say we passed this bill to 
expedite funds to our Nation’s farmers. 
I think they are speaking of only a 
small number of farmers in only a very 
small, select number of States. They 
should be saying a small number of 
farmers in a small number of select 
States will get one heck of a lot of 
money, but to make it fair every other 
State will be allowed to pay the bill. 
That is really what they are saying. 
All of us will pay the bill so a small 
number of States can get the benefit. 

What bothers me is this goes on year 
after year after year. We have had dis-
aster relief bills. We in the Northeast 
paid with our taxes a substantial part 
of the bill to try to help the country. 
But when we have had disasters I have 
never seen the return. 

We ‘‘expedite funds to our Nation’s 
farmers,’’ as they say. They are not 

talking about Vermont farmers; they 
are not talking New Jersey farmers, or 
farmers throughout the Northeast and 
Mid Atlantic States, or the farmers in 
States with specialty crops not covered 
in the skewed State grant formulation 
we took from the House bill. 

We had a chance to even out the 
bias—at least to help all farmers in all 
States. As I said, we have taken an 
easy in irresponsible route to simply 
pass an unbalanced and unfair House 
bill. We have dismissed the true needs 
of specialty crop States, and we have 
dismissed the essential conservation 
programs that truly help my region’s 
farmers. Sadly, once again, we are 
being left out in the cold. 

In fact, for that matter, even on the 
basis of this we get a bum deal. We get 
even worse because the dairy compact 
was left out of it. 

If you are a proponent of States 
rights, regional dairy compacts are the 
answer. They are State-initiated, they 
are State-ratified, and they are State- 
supported programs that assure a safe 
supply of milk for consumers. 

I received a letter signed by 22 Gov-
ernors, Republicans and Democrats—I 
believe there is even an Independent in 
there—who are endorsing the dairy 
compact bill Because it would ratify 
the compacts that their States have 
negotiated among themselves. 

If you support interstate trade, re-
gional compacts are the answer. The 
Northeast Dairy Compact has prompt-
ed an increase in sales of milk into the 
compact region from neighboring 
States. 

If you support a balanced budget, 
then regional compacts are the answer. 
Why? Because the Northeast Compact 
does not cost the taxpayers a single 
cent, which is a lot different from some 
of the farm programs that are being 
boosted up by billions of dollars in this 
bill. 

If you support farmland protection 
programs, regional compacts are the 
answer. In fact, that is why major envi-
ronmental groups have endorsed the 
Northeast Dairy Compact; they know 
it helps preserve farmland and prevents 
urban sprawl. I recently received a let-
ter from 33 environmental, conserva-
tion, and public interest membership 
organizations supporting the dairy 
compact amendment. 

Lastly, of course, if we are worried 
about consumers, then we ought to like 
regional dairy compacts. Retail milk 
prices within the compact region are 
lower on average than in the rest of the 
Nation where they do not have a com-
pact. 

The dairy compact has done what it 
is supposed to do: It has stabilized 
widely fluctuating dairy prices; it has 
ensured a fair price for dairy farmers; 
it has made it possible for farm fami-
lies to stay in business; and it has pro-
tected consumers’ supplies of fresh 
milk. 

Unfortunately, though, this is a pol-
icy debate that pits dairy farmers who 
go to work every single day trying to 
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make a living against some of the Na-
tion’s most powerful corporations. It 
pits consumers and communities that 
treasure the open space and quality of 
life that local dairy farming offers, 
against those who can spend millions 
of dollars on ads and lobbyists here in 
Washington. 

We should not stay in the way of 
these State initiatives that protect 
farmers and consumers without costing 
taxpayers a cent. 

Dairy compacts are one of those 
issues where Members have very strong 
views even though we all share the 
same core beliefs. We all want to sup-
port our dairy farmers and we all be-
lieve that they should be able to earn a 
decent living for their families. We all 
want ample supplies of fresh milk, at 
reasonable prices, for our States’ con-
sumers. Unlike agricultural commod-
ities such as wheat, corn, and soy-
beans, milk is highly perishable. 

When a dairy farmer brings the milk 
to market, that milk has to be sold 
right away, or it quickly loses its 
value. It can’t be set aside in a silo. 
For big processors, that’s just fine. 
They can buy milk at distressed prices 
and store it away to make cheese or 
powdered milk or ice cream. But that 
setup hurts farmers, who work incred-
ibly hard just to make a living, and 
consumers, who want farmers around 
to supply fresh milk for the store 
shelves. 

As a nation we have tried several 
remedies to cut through this knot, and 
the record is proving that regional 
compacts are the most sensible and 
workable answer yet. And unlike other 
legislative remedies that come with 
price tags, and often hefty ones, com-
pacts cost Federal taxpayers nothing. 

Milk is one of those unusual foods 
where the spread between what farmers 
get paid for their labor, and what con-
sumers pay for the product, is huge and 
increasing throughout the Nation. 

In New England, what farmers get 
paid has been fairly stable since the 
dairy compact began working in 1997, 
and that is one of its great successes. 
But what processors and stores charge 
for milk has greatly increased since 
1997—not just in New England, but in 
the rest of the Nation. Consumer prices 
are lower in new England than in much 
of the rest of the country and that the 
$10,000 to $20,000 in added annual in-
come has helped keep New England 
farmers in business who otherwise 
would have had to leave farming. 

There is a hidden risk right now to 
consumers and farmers in New Eng-
land—and the rest of the Nation. This 
is the growing concentration of proc-
essors in the milk industry. 

In New England, Suiza Foods is rap-
idly trying to cinch a stranglehold on 
milk supplies. In some parts of New 
England they already control 70 to 80 
percent of the fluid milk supply. They 
have swept in, bought processing 
plants in New England, and then closed 
them—elimiating competition. 

The ascent of Suiza is nothing less 
than stunning. In a few short years, 

Suiza has gained its dominant position 
in the milk processing business. I 
showed you three charts a couple days 
ago showing the incredible increase in 
the dominance of Suiza in just a few 
years. Even worse, if its purchase of 
Dean Foods is approved, a strong case 
can be made that Suiza is on the verge 
of becoming a monopoly in the milk 
processing business. I have asked the 
Department of Justice and its Anti-
trust Division to closely monitor 
Suiza’s surging market dominance, and 
I again call to their attention the ur-
gency of doing that. 

But equally remarkable is the fact 
that Suiza is also now in the process of 
consolidating a dominant position as 
the chief purchaser of milk from farm-
ers. Simply put, in many parts of the 
country, Suiza Foods is the dominant 
customer—if it is not the only cus-
tomer—for farmers’ raw milk to be 
used for fluid processing. Suiza Foods 
is now dominating both the purchase 
and the sale of fluid milk in this coun-
try. Suiza is becoming—all at once— 
both a monopolist and a monopsonist 
in the fluid dairy marketplace. 

Suiza Foods is a new type of market 
force. I have searched our antitrust 
case law for a name for this type of 
combined market power. There is no 
adequate name on the books for what 
Suiza has become, as I called them in a 
recent Judiciary hearing, and on the 
Senate floor, they are ‘‘suizopolies.’’ 

How can suppliers and consumers de-
fend themselves from a giant firm— 
this Suizopoly—that controls both the 
purchase of a product—from thousands 
of suppliers with little bargaining 
power—and its sale to millions of con-
sumers? 

The best way is the dairy compact; it 
gives the public some control over ac-
cess to milk, it assures fresh, local sup-
plies of milk, and it gives farmers some 
ability to earn a living income. 

I also want to respond to seven 
myths about the compact that the big 
processors have spent millions of dol-
lars to promote, through years of lob-
bying and advertising and campaign 
contributions. They were trumpeting 
many of these myths before the com-
pact was enacted, and they have not 
changed their songsheets, even though 
the compact has done just what it was 
supposed to do, proving their argu-
ments dead wrong. 

This first myth is that dairy com-
pacts are milk taxes that hurt con-
sumers. As you have just heard, con-
centration, is the major cause of con-
sumer price increase in the milk sec-
tor. 

And, a recent independent study 
funded by USDA determined that in-
dustry profit taking—including profit 
taking by Suiza—and cost increases 
not related to the compact, are respon-
sible for more than 90 percent of the in-
crease in retail prices in New England 
since the compact was implemented. 
This leaves less than three cents of a 
gallon of milk attributable to the com-
pact. 

A recent GAO report requested by 
Senator FEINGOLD and myself says to 
all: It compares the prices of a gallon 
of 2 percent milk in Boston and Mil-
waukee for last year. The wholesale 
price of milk in Boston was $2.03. The 
wholesale price in Milwaukee was 
$2.08—five cents more than in Boston. 
So you would expect retail prices to be 
about the same for Boston, or slightly 
less, than for Milwaukee. 

However, Suiza controls around 70 
percent of the milk supply in Massa-
chusetts and a greater amount in Bos-
ton. The average retail price listed by 
GAO is $2.74 in Boston for a gallon of 
milk but only $2.26 in Milwaukee. 

Obviously, the compact does not 
cause the difference—the wholesale 
prices for Boston are lower than in Mil-
waukee, as the GAO makes clear. 

The GAO report also shows that for 
most of the cities they examined, the 
consumer prices in the compact region 
were lower. 

There is a myth that the dairy com-
pact has harmed nutritional programs 
such as WIC, school lunch, school 
breakfast, and food stamps. 

Wrong again. The fact is that the 
Compact Commission requires com-
pensation to State WIC and school 
lunch programs for any potential im-
pacts. In fact, if anything it has over-
compensated the WIC program, as 
noted in the 1998 OMB study. A letter 
from the Massachusetts WIC Director 
says this: 

The Commission has taken strong steps to 
protect the WIC Program and the School 
Lunch program from any impacts due to the 
compact. . . . Because of this, our WIC Pro-
gram was able to serve approximately 5,875 
more participants with fresh wholesome 
milk without added costs. . . . 

The New England Compact Commis-
sion has exempted school breakfast and 
lunch programs from any pricing im-
pacts due to milk price regulation. 

Commissioner Kassler of Massachu-
setts tells me in writing that ‘‘without 
the compact, this [regional New Eng-
land] milk shed will dwindle and milk 
would be brought in from greater dis-
tances and at greater costs.’’ Those 
greater costs have been estimated in 
the range of from 20 to 67 cents per gal-
lon. 

There is also a myth that dairy com-
pacts are unconstitutional price-fixing 
cartels. This is my favorite example of 
twisted logic. I believe my opponents’ 
argument goes something like this: 

Interstate compacts would be unconstitu-
tional if the Constitution didn’t explicitly 
contain a clause allowing the creation of 
interstate compacts with the consent of Con-
gress. 

By operation of the compact clause, 
States explicitly have the opportunity 
to solve regional problems in this con-
stitutionally permitted way. United 
States Federal courts have recognized 
the Northeast Dairy Compact as a con-
stitutional exercise of congressional 
authority under the commerce and 
compact clauses of the U.S. Constitu-
tion. 
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There is a myth that dairy compacts 

are barriers to interstate trade. Dairy 
compacts encourage greater competi-
tion in the marketplace by preserving 
more family farms and increasing 
trade. 

An OMB study concluded that trade 
into the compact region actually in-
creased after implementation. And I 
would also point out that farmers in 
non-compact States, like New York, or 
even Wisconsin, are perfectly free to 
sell their milk in the compact region 
at compact rates. New York dairy pro-
ducers are benefiting today by doing 
just that. Indeed, if Wisconsin were to 
trade places with New York, Wisconsin 
farmers would gain the benefit of the 
compact. 

There is also a myth that dairy com-
pacts encourage farmers to over-
produce milk and will lead to a flood of 
milk in the market. The fact is that 
the dairy compact regulatory process 
includes a supply management pro-
gram that helps to prevent overproduc-
tion. In 2000, the Northeast Dairy Com-
pact States produced 4.7 billion pounds 
of milk, a 0.6 percent decline from 1999. 

In the nearly 4 years that the com-
pact has been in effect, milk produc-
tion in the compact region has risen by 
just 2.2 percent. Nationally during this 
same period, milk production rose 7.4 
percent. In Wisconsin milk production 
rose over 4 percent. 

There is a myth that dairy compact 
only help bigger farms at the expense 
of smaller ones. 

Just like most commodity programs, 
the compact benefits all participants. 
Also, 75 percent of the farms in New 
England have fewer than 100 cows. 

The worst myth is that the dairy 
compact has not been successful. 

The success of the Northeast Dairy 
Compact is undeniable. 

Let me just close with this. 
Mr. President, when I was a young 

man—actually even before my teens—I 
thought how much I would love being 
in the Senate. Why? Because every 
State has two Senators. A State with a 
large population, a powerful State such 
as the Presiding Officer’s State, or a 
small, rural State such as mine each 
get two. The one place where every 
State is equal, supposedly, is in the 
Senate; two Senators. 

I thought what a joy it would be to 
represent my native State of Vermont 
in the Senate; and it has been. I love 
the Senate. I have so much respect for 
Members on both sides of the aisle. 

I think of the Senate as a place 
where the country can come together, 
where regional interests can be rep-
resented, and, of course, where States 
can maintain their identity, certainly, 
and where we have an obligation to 
help each other. And we have. 

Whether it be earthquakes in Cali-
fornia or floods in the Midwest or de-
fense programs in the Southeast, and 
on and on, the Senators from my part 
of the country have supported pro-
viding assistance to those parts of the 
country. I could give a million dif-

ferent examples. But there seems to be 
one area where that effort to help each 
other always falls apart: The Northeast 
Mid-Atlantic States, when it comes to 
agriculture disaster programs. 

We are always there. We are like the 
fire brigade that answers the call in 
the middle of the night. We show up all 
the time, show up all the time to pro-
tect those other ‘‘houses.’’ It would 
kind of be nice if, just once, when it is 
our ‘‘house’’ on fire, some of those we 
have helped throughout the years could 
come and maybe help us put out the 
fire. Mr. President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LEAHY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, let me 
begin by saying how honored I am to 
have a chance to rise while the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont is in 
the chair. I concur strongly with the 
majority of the arguments made by the 
Senator about the fairness of how our 
agricultural activities in our country 
are distributed. Sometimes our agri-
cultural emergencies in the Northeast 
are lost sight of when we get around to 
supporting our family farmers and ag-
ricultural activities. 

f 

TREASURY BORROWING AND TAX 
CUTS 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise 
to discuss a recent report by the Treas-
ury Department that has received very 
little attention in Washington, but it is 
sending a very significant signal, mes-
sage, about the recently approved tax 
bill to the financial analysts around 
the world and market participants 
around the globe. 

On July 30, the Treasury Department 
announced that it expects to borrow 
from the public $51 billion during the 
quarter ending in September. This was 
a whopping reversal from an estimate 
in a similar Treasury report issued just 
3 months earlier. 

Back in April, Treasury said that it 
expected to pay down a total of $57 bil-
lion in debt in this very quarter—a 
negative cashflow swing of an incred-
ible $108 billion. 

Let me repeat that. For this quarter, 
we have gone from an estimate show-
ing that we would reduce our debt by 
$57 billion, to an estimate that we will 
increase our debt by $51 billion—again, 
a $108 billion swing in just 3 months. 

I used to serve on the Treasury De-
partment’s Debt Advisory Committee 
as a private citizen, so perhaps this re-
port by the Treasury struck me as a 
little more troubling than it did many 
of my colleagues. It is a serious rever-
sal and worthy of a few minutes to dis-
cuss its implications because it is a 
precursor of things to come. 

The first and perhaps most important 
point to make is this: We are financing 
the tax rebates that are so much 
ballyhooed by borrowing, something 
about which the American people 
would be more troubled if they knew it 
were happening. We are going into debt 
in order to finance these tax cuts. That 
is not a function of any accounting 
tricks. It has nothing to do with trust 
fund accounting. My comments are not 
political. It is a simple undeniable 
statement of fact—a fact that is a pre-
cursor of things to come, the end result 
of this flawed and overreaching tax cut 
program. 

The tax rebates will cost $40 billion 
this fiscal year. But we don’t have $40 
billion lying around, as many advo-
cates expected. As a result, the Treas-
ury Department says it will now have 
to borrow every dollar that will then 
be sent out in a check from the Treas-
ury. In addition, we will have to pay 
out $500 million in additional interest 
this year just to finance these tax re-
bates. 

It may be the right thing to do for 
stimulating the economy, but it comes 
at a real cost. And that is before we un-
fold all the other elements of this tax 
cut over the years. 

To be fair, it is true that in the pre-
vious quarter the Government ran a 
surplus. If you consider the fiscal year 
as a whole, there is still a chance we 
will see an on-budget surplus. But it is 
undeniable that in this quarter we will 
be in deficit, not just an on-budget def-
icit but a unified deficit, meaning we 
enter Medicare trust fund moneys and 
maybe even potentially Social Secu-
rity trust funds. 

Thus, every tax cut check that goes 
out is being financed by borrowing, 
with its accompanying interest costs. 
That is not what we told the American 
people when we passed this tax cut. We 
said we were just giving back their 
money; that is, excess revenues. We 
didn’t say we would go out and borrow 
to finance that tax cut. We did not say 
we would increase our debt to finance 
the tax cut. We said we had the money. 

Now the truth is out. We don’t. That 
is one truth that was conveniently left 
out when the administration sent out 
its $34 million notice taking credit for 
the tax cut. 

Beyond the need to finance the tax 
rebates, Treasury was also forced to 
build up its cash balance because of a 
gimmick—one of many gimmicks— 
that was built into this recently en-
acted tax bill. This is one that really 
bothers me, actually more than the re-
bates, as you could make an argument 
that we need that as a slowing econ-
omy occurs. 

That legislation shifted the due date 
for corporate taxes from September 17 
of this year to October 1. This was 
nothing more than accounting magic 
to allow us to spend more money next 
year without showing a raid on the 
Medicare surplus. But this particular 
gimmick has come at a real cost. By 
delaying the receipt of those revenues, 
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the Treasury will pay, at a minimum, 
an additional $40 million in interest. 
That is actually $40 million that comes 
out of the Treasury’s pocket and goes 
into individual corporations that ben-
efit from the delay in payment of their 
taxes. 

Think about that. To finance an ac-
counting gimmick to provide political 
cover in fiscal year 2002, taxpayers are 
going to pay an extra $40 million. I 
guess in our budget that sounds like 
not too much. Where I come from, it is 
a lot. And seeing some of the things we 
argue for, whether it is our apple grow-
ers or other folks who are in need of 
emergency aid, it is a lot of money—$40 
million that could have been used to 
improve education, protect our envi-
ronment, strengthen our national de-
fense. In my view, that is just plain 
wrong. Unfortunately, it is only the be-
ginning of a number of the magic 
tricks we have going on with regard to 
this tax cut. 

Unfortunately, this $40 million gim-
mick was one but maybe the smallest. 
Some of the tax cuts don’t become ef-
fective for several years. Others phase 
out before a 10-year timeframe, as we 
talked about. A number of extenders, 
which we know are going to be there, 
are left out. The AMT is ignored. And 
in what has to be the most egregious 
gimmick in the history of tax policy, 
the whole tax cut will expire after 9 
years. 

I am new to government. I am new to 
politics. But I find this gimmickry out-
rageous. It is intellectually dishonest, 
and it would never have been tolerated 
in most of the financial transactions in 
which I participated in my private life. 
In fact, if I ever tried to use such gim-
mickry when I was back on the street, 
I would have been called to task by the 
SEC or the U.S. attorney, and for good 
reason. 

Having said all this, I recognize that 
despite my personal concerns about the 
premises of the tax bill and its many 
gimmicks, we don’t have the votes to 
fix the problem now. It is inevitable 
that we will have to fix it eventually if 
we want to address the needs of Amer-
ica, to invest in America the way we 
talked about with regard to education, 
with regard to agriculture, with regard 
to the health care system and our mili-
tary. Otherwise, we will just find our-
selves further in debt and without the 
resources to fix Social Security and 
Medicare, to provide a meaningful pre-
scription drug benefit, or these things 
that we need to do in our national de-
fense. 

For those who continue to insist that 
there is plenty of money for the tax 
cut, just read the latest statement 
from the Treasury Department. I sus-
pect it is only the beginning. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the Treasury Department statement 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TREASURY ANNOUNCES MARKET FINANCING 
ESTIMATES 

The Treasury Department announced 
today that it expects to borrow $51 billion in 
marketable debt during the July–September 
2001 quarter and to target a cash balance of 
$55 billion on September 30. This includes a 
borrowing of $61 billion in marketable Treas-
ury securities and the buyback of an esti-
mated $91⁄2 billion in outstanding marketable 
Treasury securities. In the quarterly an-
nouncement on April 30, 2001, Treasury an-
nounced that it expected to pay down a total 
of $57 billion in marketable debt and to tar-
get an end-of-quarter cash balance of $60 bil-
lion. The change in borrowing reflects a 
number of factors, most significantly the 
shift in the September 15 corporate tax due 
date to October 1 and the need to finance in 
this quarter the tax rebates. 

The Treasury also announced that it ex-
pects to pay down $36 billion in marketable 
debt during the October–December 2001 quar-
ter and to target a cash balance of $30 billion 
on December 31. 

During the April–June 2001 quarter, the 
Treasury paid down $163 billion in market-
able debt, including the buyback of $91⁄4 bil-
lion in outstanding marketable securities, 
and ended with a cash balance of $44 billion 
on June 30. On April 30, the Treasury an-
nounced that it expected to pay down $187 
billion in marketable debt and to target an 
end-of-quarter cash balance of $60 billion. 
The increase in the borrowing was the result 
of a shortfall in receipts and lower issues of 
State and Local Government Series securi-
ties. 

Mr. CORZINE. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

(Mr. CORZINE assumed the Chair.) 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AMERICA’S FARMERS NEED 
ASSISTANCE 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, as the 
Senate prepares to leave town for the 
August recess, and most of my col-
leagues are perhaps already on an air-
plane, it might be useful to describe 
what has happened at the end of the 
legislative business we completed a 
couple of hours ago. 

This past week, we considered legis-
lation dealing with some emergency 
help for family farmers. In fact, it was 
actually kind of hard to get that legis-
lation even considered because the Re-
publicans in the Senate filibustered the 
motion to proceed. 

For those who do not understand the 
mechanics of how the Senate works, in 
plain English that means they de-
manded a debate on whether we should 
even debate the bill. A motion to pro-
ceed and a filibuster on the motion to 
proceed meant we had to debate wheth-
er we should even start debating. If 
that sounds a little goofy and a little 
arcane to regular folks who sit around 
and talk about issues in a straight-
forward way, it is because it was ar-
cane and, at least in this Senator’s 

judgment, ‘‘goofy.’’ But sometimes, 
that is just the way the Senate works. 
However, I certainly would not want to 
change the rules of the Senate. 

We had to debate the motion to pro-
ceed and deal with a filibuster, and 
then we got the legislation to the floor. 
The legislation was written to help 
family farmers during tough times. 

Family farmers across this country 
have confronted a total collapse in 
prices for that which they produce. In 
most cases, in my State at least, they 
are trying to run a family operation. 
They are living on a farm, with neigh-
bors a good ways away. They have a 
yard-light that illuminates that farm. 
They often have cattle, a few horses, 
some chickens, and in some cases a 
half dozen or so cats running around. 
They have a tractor, a combine, a drill 
or a seeder. They are all equipped to go 
about the business of farming. 

Family farmers all across this coun-
try go out when the spring comes, 
when it is dry enough to get in the 
fields, and they plant some grain. They 
hope then, after they plant their seed, 
nothing catastrophic is going to hap-
pen that would prevent it from grow-
ing. They hope it does not hail. That 
might destroy their crop. They hope it 
rains enough. They hope it does not 
rain too much. That would also destroy 
the crop. They hope it does not get dis-
ease, it could, and that could destroy 
the crop. They hope insects do not 
come, and they could, and those insects 
could destroy the crop. All these 
things, the family farmer must cope 
with. 

But, there is one more thing family 
farmers must deal with. They have all 
this fervent hope and trust, having in-
vested all they own in these tiny seeds 
they planted in the ground. Then in the 
fall, they hope they can fuel up the 
combine and go out and harvest that 
crop. When they do that, they put it in 
a truck haul it to the elevator. The 
country elevator receives that grain 
when they raise the hoist and dump 
that grain into the pit. The grain trad-
er then says to that farmer: Yes, we 
know you worked hard. We know you 
and your family planted in the spring. 
We know you and your kids and your 
spouse drove the tractor and drove the 
combine. We know you have your life 
savings in this grain, and that you 
managed against all odds to finally 
harvest it. But, this grain is not worth 
much. This food you have produced 
does not have value. The market says 
this food is not very important. 

Those family farmers, who struggle 
day after day in so many different 
ways to try to make a living on the 
family farm, are told that which they 
produce in such abundance and that 
which the world so desperately needs 
somehow has no value. Talk about 
something that makes no sense, this is 
it. 

We have at least 500 million people in 
this world who go to bed every single 
night with an ache in their belly be-
cause it hurts to be hungry. At the 
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same time, our family farmers are los-
ing their shirts because they are told 
the crop they struggled to produce has 
no value. 

A world that is hungry and family 
farmers producing food the market 
says has no value? Is there something 
not connecting here? You bet your life 
there is something not connecting. 

It is interesting to see what we have 
done in the last several weeks. The pri-
orities around here are not so much 
family farmers. The priorities, if one 
closes their eyes and listens to the de-
bate, are: missile defense, Mexican 
trucks, the managed care industry. 
Those are all the priorities, but when it 
comes to talking about the extra needs 
of family farmers during tough times, 
we are told they do not need that extra 
$1.9 billion. Enough votes were avail-
able in the Senate to pass that legisla-
tion. We had 52 votes in favor of it. 

I went to a real small school. I grad-
uated from a high school in a class of 
9, but I figured out enough from math 
to understand when one has 100 votes 
and 52 vote yes, that means yes wins. 

We had enough votes to pass this leg-
islation, and we had a vote on it. We 
received 52 votes. But guess what. It 
did not pass. Why? Because there was a 
filibuster. 

President Bush and the Republicans 
in the Senate said: We are going to fili-
buster this—which requires 60 votes to 
break —because we do not want to give 
that extra aid to family farmers. 

All we are talking about is a bridge 
over price valleys. We are talking 
about a small bridge during tough 
times. 

During this discussion, some friends 
of mine came to the Senate and said: 
Things are better on the farm, prices 
have improved. 

When prices for grain hit a 25-year 
low and then improve slightly to only 
an 18-year low, I suppose one could say 
things are better. 

I ask those who say things are better 
to take a look at their bank account. 
Have they lost 40 percent of their in-
come? If so, then come here and under-
stand the empathy that ought to be 
shown to family farmers. If not, do not 
talk about slight improvements. 

Has anybody in the Senate, in recent 
years, raised a 250-pound hog? I don’t 
think so. If they had, they would be 
aware of the time during these last sev-
eral years in which a 250-pound hog 
brought less than 10 cents a pound. A 
250-pound hog from the farm to the 
market brought less than $25 for the 
entire hog. Someone bought that hog, 
processed it and sent it to the market 
to be laid on a grocery store shelf. But 
at the grocery store, the meat from 
that hog cost $300 to the folks who 
bought it. This was the same hog that 
brought only $25 to the family farm. 

Is there something wrong with this? 
Unless one has gotten less than $25 for 
a hog recently—and that has happened 
in recent years to those who produce 
hogs—do not talk to me about slight 
improvements. 

Yes, the price of hogs has increased, 
but tell me: What kind of loss did fam-
ily farmers incur when they went 
through that $25 price valley? Com-
modity prices have collapsed in a very 
significant way. In most cases, they 
have stayed way down. We need to do 
something about it. 

I prefer that farmers get all of their 
income from the marketplace, but at 
this point that is not possible. The 
grain markets have collapsed. Until we 
find a way for that market to come 
back, if we want family farmers in our 
future, we need to provide a safety net. 
That is what we are trying to do. 

We are trying to write a new farm 
bill, and we were trying to provide an 
emergency piece that will get them to 
the point where we get this new farm 
bill in place. That is what this debate 
was about. 

We lost today, no question about it. 
One can describe it a lot of ways. There 
was once a general who lost badly in a 
battle, and the press asked him what 
happened. He said: As far as I am con-
cerned, we took quite a beating. He was 
pretty candid about it. 

We lost this morning. North Dakota 
farmers lost $60 million, but this morn-
ing was just the bell for the end of 
round one. There will be other rounds, 
and this issue is not going away. The 
$1.9 billion is not going away. That $1.9 
billion is available to help family farm-
ers. 

Senator HARKIN from Iowa brought 
that help in a bill that did not have a 
budget point of order against it. It has 
been provided for in the budget. It was 
available, and we ought to make it 
available when it is needed. It is needed 
now. 

We lost today, but we will be back in 
September or in October. I believe in 
the end we will prevail on this issue. 

Let me make a final point. Some say: 
Why is it I care so much about family 
farming? Why don’t I deal with other 
issues, other businesses? My State is 40 
percent agriculture. What happens to 
family farmers has an impact on every 
Main Street and every business on 
every Main Street in the State of 
North Dakota. It is not just the eco-
nomic issues that concern me, how-
ever. I think our country is more se-
cure, and I think our country is a bet-
ter place when we have a broad net-
work of producers living on the farms 
in this country producing America’s 
food. 

Europe does it that way because they 
have been hungry in their past and 
they decided never to be hungry again. 
They want to foster and maintain a 
network of producers across Europe. 
We ought to do the same. 

The family farm is not just an eco-
nomic unit. It is that, to be sure, and it 
is an economic unit that is destined to 
fail when prices collapse if we do not do 
something to help. But it is much more 
than just an economic unit. Family 
farms produce more than just a bushel 
of wheat. Family farms produce a cul-
ture that is important to this country. 

They produce community. They 
produce values. They are a seedbed— 
and always have been a seedbed—for 
family values in our country. Family 
values that have for years been rolling 
from family farms to our small towns 
to our large cities. 

Family farms are not just some piece 
of nostalgia for us to talk about. Those 
who support big corporate agriculture 
and would not mind seeing a couple big 
corporations farming America from 
California to Maine say the family 
farm is yesterday. They say, good for 
you, good for supporting yesterday, but 
it is yesterday. It is like the little old 
diner, as I have said before, that is left 
behind when the interstate comes 
through: It is nice to look at, does not 
mean much, but it is not a viable part 
of our modern society. They are dead 
wrong. They are as wrong as can be. 
The family farm is important in this 
country. It is important to its culture, 
and it is important to its future. 

When we have a debate about these 
issues, we discover the answer to these 
questions: Whom do you stand for, 
whom do you fight for, and what are 
your priorities? Some say: My prior-
ities are to let Mexican trucks into 
this country. That was the big debate 
we had for the past week and a half. 
My priorities are to build a national 
missile defense system and it does not 
matter what it costs, they say. My pri-
orities are to stand with the managed 
care industry and the big insurance 
companies in the debate on a Patients’ 
Bill of Rights. That is what they say. 

Those are not my priorities. My pri-
orities are to say I stand for family 
farmers. I stand for the interests of 
family farmers and the role they 
should play in our country’s future. 
But they cannot and will not play that 
roll, unless we help them over tough 
times. 

Let me go back to one final point. 
This is a big world with a lot of people 
living in it. I have traveled much of it. 
It is true that all over this world, even 
as I speak, people are dying from hun-
ger and hunger-related causes, most of 
them children. About 40 to 45 people a 
minute die from hunger and hunger-re-
lated causes. My old friend—the late 
Harry Chapin, who died many years 
ago, this wonderful singer, songwriter, 
storyteller—used to devote half the 
proceeds of all of his concerts every 
year to fight world hunger. He said 
this: If 45,000 people died tomorrow in 
New Jersey, it would be headlines 
around the world, but the winds of hun-
ger blow every single day across this 
world and cause death. Nary a headline 
anywhere. 

My point is, we have wonderful fam-
ily farmers who struggle and risk all 
they have and work very hard to 
produce the best quality food produced 
anywhere in the world. They produce 
this food in a world that is rife with 
hunger, in a world in which young chil-
dren suffer by not having enough to eat 
in so many corners of our globe. And 
then our family farmers are told the 
food they produce has no value. 
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This country is the arms merchant of 

the world. We ship more military 
equipment and sell more military 
equipment than any other country in 
the world by far. I would much prefer 
we be known as a country that helps 
feed the world, as a country whose fam-
ily farmers labor hard to produce good 
quality food, and we find a way to con-
nect that with the needs that exist in 
this world and give children a chance. 

This issue is a big issue, an impor-
tant issue. Our family farmers have a 
big stake in it. This morning in North 
Dakota, our family farmers lost $60 
million that they should have received 
to help them over these tough times. 

We are going to be back. We lost 
round one, but we are not giving up. 
We are going to come back and get 
that assistance for family farmers. 
Why? Because we think it is important 
not just for family farmers, but be-
cause we think it is important for our 
country and for our country’s future as 
well. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator JEFFORDS for allowing me to 
go ahead and do this bit of work and 
make a statement about which I feel 
very personal and passionate. 

f 

COMMENDING ELIZABETH 
LETCHWORTH 

Mr. LOTT. I send a resolution to the 
desk and I ask that it be read in its en-
tirety. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
S. RES. 154 

Whereas Elizabeth B. Letchworth has duti-
fully served the United States Senate for 
over 25 years; 

Whereas Elizabeth’s service to the Senate 
began with her appointment as a United 
States Senate page in 1975; 

Whereas Elizabeth continued her work as a 
special Legislative assistant, a Republican 
Cloakroom assistant, and as a Republican 
Floor Assistant; 

Whereas in 1995 Elizabeth was appointed by 
the Majority Leader and elected by the Sen-
ate to be Secretary for the Majority; 

Whereas Elizabeth was the first woman to 
be elected as Republican Secretary; 

Whereas Elizabeth was the youngest per-
son to be elected the Secretary for the ma-
jority at the age of 34: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
commends Elizabeth Letchworth for her 
many years of service to the United States 
Senate, and wishes to express its deep appre-
ciation and gratitude for her contributions 
to the institution. In addition, the Senate 
wishes Elizabeth and her husband Ron all 
the best in their future endeavors. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to Eliza-
beth Letchworth. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 154) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I know 

from the expressions on the faces of all 
of our officers and staff members in the 
Senate Chamber, there is a bittersweet 
feeling about the fact that Elizabeth 
Letchworth will be leaving to go on to 
the next venture in her life. I have said 
many times—not often enough—how 
much I appreciated the great work 
done by the officers of the Senate and 
the staff, those who read the bills, the 
clerks, the Parliamentarians, our own 
floor assistants. They make this place 
run. They serve us all so well, Demo-
crat and Republican. We get to take 
the bows and go back home to our con-
stituents, or home for the night, and 
quite often they continue to work. I 
take this occasion to thank all for the 
great work they do and say how much 
I appreciate you. 

The record will show someday that 
quite often I took into consideration a 
very capable and deserving staff in de-
ciding not to be in session on occasion. 
I do think about the staff, and I am 
sure that my successor as majority 
leader will do the same. 

Also I should say I regret that I am 
doing this alone, now, at this hour. 
There is probably not a Senator in this 
body who could not tell a personal 
story about some event or some situa-
tion where Elizabeth Letchworth 
helped—again, Republican and Demo-
crat, and Independent. She has looked 
after us all, sometimes when we did not 
even deserve it, but she was particu-
larly helpful to me while I was major-
ity leader. The rules of the Senate are 
not easy to understand. We mess them 
up every now and then, especially if we 
try to do things on our own. If there is 
an Elizabeth or a Marty or a Lula or a 
Dave, quite often we avoid making a 
mistake. 

Elizabeth has been special. On behalf 
of all the Republican Senators, and all 
Senators, we thank her for her years of 
service and dedication. Senator Dole 
had a lot of fine staff, but I guess Eliza-
beth is the one who has stayed with me 
the longest. She serves the institution. 
She doesn’t serve one leader or an-
other. She has served us all well. We 
have been smart enough to keep her 
around. 

While I wish we had all 100 Members 
here—and perhaps I should have done 
this earlier today when we were all 
here, but it is typical of her—we were 
running around trying to figure out 
how we were going to get the Agri-
culture bill done with the least amount 
of pain and suffering for both sides and 
for the President. And we got it done. 
Once again, she helped to make it pos-
sible. 

I wanted the resolution to be read in 
its entirety because she has had quite a 
career. It is obvious she is quite young, 
still. But she has been around this in-
stitution for almost 26 years, going 
back to 1975. She started as a page dur-
ing her junior and senior years in high 
school. Obviously she should have 
known then not to stay any longer, but 
she made a miscalculation, as young 
people quite often will, and she has 
been here ever since. 

Elizabeth had her first permanent po-
sition with former Republican Hugh 
Scott of Pennsylvania. That was so 
long ago I was not even in Congress— 
maybe I was. I guess I would have been, 
but I can’t remember that far back. 
She served for Howard Baker, Bob 
Dole, and now for me as majority and 
minority leader. She is the first and 
only one, to date, to hold the post of 
Republican secretary, and she served in 
that position for 7 years. 

Elizabeth is a native of Virginia. Let 
me note, also, her parents are Jody and 
Don Baldwin. I want to mention them 
in particular because I have known her 
father for about 30 years myself, going 
back to when I was a staff member for 
a Democrat in the House. If that is not 
ancient history, I don’t know what is. 
But I always loved him and enjoyed 
working with him. I know he was oh so 
proud of Elizabeth and the confidence 
we have had in her and the job she has 
done. 

She did, again, show great wisdom. 
She married Ron Letchworth, born in 
Greenville, MS, finished high school at 
Hazlehurst, MS, and as is typical of 
southern boys, he overran his kick cov-
erage and married Elizabeth. That 
means he married way over his head, 
but he is a great guy. 

Elizabeth is retiring and going on to 
do different things, other things. I be-
lieve they will live in North Carolina 
and she will tend to her other passion— 
other than the Senate—golf and other 
things about life that are important. 
Too often, as staff members and as 
Senators, we get to thinking this is the 
world, it is all here in this room, in 
this Chamber, in this building, within 
the beltway. But out beyond the belt-
way is a wonderful life, a lot of wonder-
ful people, and a lot of wonderful 
things to do. 

I understand there is life after the 
Senate. I am not sure of that, but for 
now I look forward to finding that out 
someday myself. 

Until then, I say to Elizabeth 
Letchworth, we appreciate all you have 
done. We will always think of you and 
love you and we wish you the very best 
at whatever you do. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LOTT. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I join in the acco-

lades. I know I speak 100 percent for 
the Independents here when I say that, 
having experienced the tremendous re-
sponsibility that is carried by Eliza-
beth. But I also know her effectiveness. 
There is not a Senator here who has 
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not been saved at least once, twice, or 
three times out of embarrassment by 
being astutely and highly reminded 
that you forgot to do something, but, 
most of all, just the effectiveness and 
the confidence that all of us have in 
Elizabeth, making sure that everything 
is fair and square. She has been fan-
tastic. 

I agree with every word the Senator 
said, and I am sure I speak for all Mem-
bers not here. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I, too, 
come to the floor to publicly acknowl-
edge and thank Elizabeth for the public 
service she has provided to her coun-
try. Public service is not easy. It re-
quires many, many sacrifices. It is 
enough to provide the sacrifices, but to 
do it with grace, with intelligence, 
with a sense of humor, and with a real 
sense of dedication is another matter 
altogether. 

Elizabeth Letchworth did it just that 
way. She is a Republican. I am a Demo-
crat. As Senator BOND and others have 
noted, there are times when Democrats 
and Republicans have it out in so many 
ways on the Senate floor politically 
and philosophically. But there are 
those times when, in spite of our deep 
differences of opinion, we recognize 
there is a higher calling, a higher re-
sponsibility, and a higher order. I must 
say in all the years I have known her, 
Elizabeth understood that and dem-
onstrated that with her actions and 
with her words. 

She in many respects exemplifies the 
very finest of public service profes-
sionalism. She made our jobs easier. 
She made our jobs even more enjoy-
able, and certainly I think more re-
warding. 

On this her last day, I know I speak 
for all of my colleagues on this side of 
the aisle in expressing to her our heart-
felt thanks, our sincere congratula-
tions, and our best wishes for what we 
know will be a very exciting future. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I wish to 

add my voice to that of the distin-
guished majority leader in extending 
my very best to a remarkable woman 
who served all of us tremendously well 
during her tenure. 

Elizabeth, we wish you the very, very 
best. I know to the outside world, as 
they look at the floor and they see Re-
publicans on one side and Democrats 
on the other, we must look slightly 
chaotic, to put it mildly to the casual 
observer. But what they do not see day 
in and day out is the tremendous work 
of the staff who represent us at one 
level. They work so deeply and pro-
foundly with all of us on many levels. 

I cannot tell the Chair on how many 
occasions Elizabeth Letchworth has 
been tremendously kind and generous 
to me when I have come to the floor 
and asked for guidance or assistance. 
She never looked at me as if I were a 
Democrat when she responded to me. 
She looked at me as a Senator and a 
person who had a job to do. 

We will miss you tremendously and 
only hope that your example will be 
followed by others who sit in that chair 
in the years to come, be they Demo-
crats or Republicans on either side. 

I wish you and your family the very 
best, and I hope you come back often 
to see us. 

I thank you for the tremendous cour-
tesies that you have extended to me 
and to other Members of this body 
throughout your service. We thank you 
immensely. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, a few 
months ago our distinguished Repub-
lican leader presented a resolution 
which was adopted, I think, with the 
wholehearted support of all of us. I 
want to take a moment for a personal 
thank you to Elizabeth Letchworth, 
who has been an absolutely invaluable 
guide and counselor and friend during 
the time I have been in the Senate. 

When we first get to the Senate, as 
the occupant of the chair knows well, 
our normal question is: What is hap-
pening? It is a little bit obtuse and con-
fusing. I often recall that great old saw 
that: In these chaotic times that are so 
complex, if you are not totally con-
fused, you are not thinking clearly. 

There are times when I have passed 
that test of thinking clearly by being 
totally confused. Usually the person I 
went to was Elizabeth, and I would say, 
‘‘What’s happening?’’ She could explain 
not only the procedural aspects and 
what we needed to do in terms of mak-
ing sure our rights were protected and 
we were able to present our views, 
whether on resolutions or bills—she 
was absolutely invaluable in that—but 
she also had a pretty good idea of what 
was going to happen, too. Trying to 
schedule the day around the work of 
the Senate floor is a challenge which I 
don’t think any of us not the leader-
ship—maybe even not some of them— 
have mastered. Because things do 
change here, it is always very difficult 
to figure out what is going on. 

Elizabeth was the one who, time and 
time again, told us what was likely to 
happen, when we could plan on things, 
what we could do. 

On a personal note, as my son was 
growing up and going to school here, 
the time I was able to spend with him 
in the evenings depended upon when we 
could complete our out-of-Senate 
work. Elizabeth became probably the 
best friend I had in terms of my being 
able to spend some time with my son. 
I would walk up to the desk in the 
front with a perplexed look on my face, 
and she would say: Are you having din-
ner with your son tonight or do you 
have something planned? She knew in 
advance what I was coming to ask her, 
and she was often able to tell me very 
precisely what was going on. 

In terms of my relationship with my 
son, I know I can add his thanks to 
mine for the great friendship and the 
thoughtfulness she exhibited in helping 
us deal with the complex time sched-
ules of the Senate. 

Most of all, I have to say in this body 
sometimes things get a little tense. 
There is tension across the aisle and 
there is tension with colleagues on our 
own side of the aisle. But she was al-
ways able to maintain a pleasant and a 
friendly attitude that helped take 
away some of the tension and helped 
smooth over some of the difficult 
times. 

That is a high standard she has set. 
It is going to be very difficult for those 
who follow her to equal that degree of 
service and friendship. But I join with 
all my colleagues in saying a heartfelt 
thanks for being a wonderful friend, a 
great guide, great counselor. We wish 
you the very best of luck. We hope, if 
your sense of humor permits, you will 
come back and watch us from time to 
time and help guide us through the dif-
ficult times ahead. You have certainly 
done an excellent job in the past. 

I join wholeheartedly with a sincere 
vote of thanks for Elizabeth 
Letchworth. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senate leaders have called at-
tention to the fact this is the last day 
on which Republican Secretary Eliza-
beth Letchworth will work with us in 
this Chamber. Thus ends the extraor-
dinary career of an extraordinary Sen-
ate staff person. 

Elizabeth originally came to the Sen-
ate as a page. She stayed for 26 years. 
That is almost as long as Robinson 
Crusoe was on that island. He was on 
that island 28 years, 2 months and 19 
days, so Elizabeth has almost equaled 
that. Her diligent, dedicated work, and 
her loyalty to the Senate led to her 
eventual rise to Republican Secretary, 
the first woman, the only woman, to 
serve in that capacity. 

Ms. Letchworth has worked for or 
with six different Senate majority 
leaders, including myself. Therefore, I 
am speaking from personal experience 
when I say she made life and work easi-
er and more enjoyable for all of us. 
Through the years, I came not only to 
respect Elizabeth’s work, but also to 
admire her as a person. She always pro-
vided an oasis of calm in the middle of 
the many storms that brewed about her 
on the Senate floor. She was friendly 
and courteous. She worked on the Re-
publican side, but she was always 
straightforward with me, always accu-
rate. Not once did she ever mislead me, 
but she always was willing to be so 
helpful. 

Hers were the qualities so important 
to Members on both sides of the aisle 
because those qualities engender that 
precious commodity, and it is a most 
precious commodity in this Chamber, a 
most precious commodity if the Senate 
is to work its will. It is a commodity 
called trust. The Members on the 
Democratic side of the aisle developed 
such a high regard for Elizabeth that 
when we learned she was leaving, the 
Democratic Conference passed a resolu-
tion commending her for her extraor-
dinary work and her illustrious career. 
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Elizabeth’s work here in the Senate 

will be remembered. I hope she will 
come back and see us. She has served 
the Senate well and in serving the Sen-
ate well, she served her country well. I 
wish the best for Elizabeth Letchworth 
and her husband Ron as they embark 
upon a new phase in their lives. I doubt 
that our paths will ever cross in that 
new phase because I do not play golf. I 
do not have much time for it, but I 
hope this new phase in her life will be 
enjoyable. I trust she will remember us 
as fondly as we will certainly remem-
ber her. 

LIFE’S MIRROR 

There are loyal hearts, there are spirits 
brave, 

There are souls that are pure and true, 
Then give to the world the best you have, 
And the best will come back to you. 

Give love, and love to your life will flow, 
A strength in your utmost need, 
Have faith, and a score of hearts will show 
Their faith in your word and deed. 

Give truth, and your gift will be paid in 
kind; 

And honor will honor meet: 
And a smile that is sweet will surely find 
A smile that is just as sweet. 

Give pity and sorrow to those who mourn, 
You will gather in flowers again 
The scattered seeds from your thought out- 

borne, 
Though the sowing seemed but vain. 

For life is the mirror of king and slave, 
Tis just what we are and do; 
Then give to the world the best you have, 
And the best will come back to you.—Mad-

eline Bridges. 

May God always bless you, Elizabeth. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent all the remarks 
made on the Senate floor regarding 
Elizabeth Letchworth appear in the 
RECORD immediately following the re-
marks of Senator LOTT. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ELECTING DAVID SCHIAPPA 
SECRETARY FOR THE MINORITY 
Mr. LOTT. Now, we make a first at-

tempt to name a successor, and that 
will be a difficult task. So I send a res-
olution to the desk and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER). The clerk will report the resolu-
tion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 155) electing Dave 

Schiappa of Maryland as secretary for the 
minority of the Senate. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the resolution be agreed 
to and the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 155) was 
agreed to. 

(The resolution is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. LOTT. Good luck, Dave; you are 
going to need it. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
to proceed as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

f 

AGRICULTURAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I rise today to voice 
my frustration about the events that 
unfolded today regarding the Agricul-
tural Economic Assistance Act. I am 
disappointed for one reason. This legis-
lation leaves my farmers behind. Of the 
$5.5 billion in this bill, only a very 
small amount goes to Vermont or any 
of the farms in our area of the country. 
Only $1.5 million out of the $5.5 billion 
in this package will reach Vermonters. 
That amounts to only about $1,000 per 
farm. 

Mr. President, 50 percent of the 
money goes to 10 States. Our dairy 
farmers are the hardest working, most 
efficient. The compact has no Federal 
cost. 

It is without question that the states 
in the Northeast are left out. 

During the proceedings on this bill, 
there was much talk about the amount 
of the overall spending package. As we 
continue to wrestle with budget and 
spending concerns, I encourage my col-
leagues to take a look at a program 
that provides assistance and stability 
for farmers at no cost to the federal 
government, the Northeast Interstate 
Dairy Compact. 

The Northeast Dairy Compact was 
established to restore the regulatory 
authority of the six New England 
states over the New England dairy 
marketplace. This authority, however, 
must be granted by Congress. 

By gaining the consent of Congress in 
1996, the Northeast Dairy Compact has 
allowed the compact commission to 
regulate milk pricing in the region. 

Since July of 1997, when the compact 
commission first set the Class I over- 
order price at $16.94, the Northeast 
Dairy Compact has proven to be a 
great success—providing farmers with 
a fair price for their milk, protecting 
consumers from price spikes, reducing 
market dependency upon milk from a 
single source, controlling excess sup-
ply, and helping to preserve rural land-
scapes by strengthening farm commu-
nities. 

Farmers across our Nation face radi-
cally different conditions and factors 
of production. 

Differences in climate, transpor-
tation, feed, energy, and land value 
validate the need for regional pricing. 
Compacts allow states to address these 
differences and create a price level that 
is appropriate for producers, proc-
essors, retailers and consumers. 

The stability created by the compact 
pricing mechanism is important for 
several reasons. It guarantees farmers 
a fair price for their product and allows 

them to plan for the future. Farmers, 
knowing that they can count on a fair 
price, can allocate money to purchase 
and repair machinery, improve farming 
practices, and above all, stay in busi-
ness. 

Opponents of compacts argue that 
compacts leads to overproduction. 
These allegations, however, are un-
founded. The Northeast Dairy Compact 
has not led to overproduction during 
its first 4 years. In fact, during 2000, 
the Northeast Dairy Compact states 
produced 4.7 billion pounds of milk, a 
0.6 percent reduction from 1999. Since 
the Northeast Dairy Compact has been 
in effect, milk production in the region 
has risen by just 2.2 percent. Nation-
ally, milk production rose 7.4 percent 
from 1997 to 2000. Over this same pe-
riod, California, the largest milk pro-
ducing state in the country, increased 
its milk production by 16.9 percent. 

Originally created as a three-year 
pilot program, the Northeast Dairy 
Compact has been extremely successful 
in demonstrating the merits of com-
pacts. We no longer need to speculate 
about the potential effects of com-
pacts. We now have the hard evidence— 
they are good for farmers, good for con-
sumers, and good for the environment. 

As has been stated by several of my 
colleagues today, we, who represent 
the Northeast will do everything in our 
power to secure the survival of our 
family farms. We look forward to work-
ing throughout this year to make sure 
the dairy compact is, again, allowed to 
show the benefits to this Nation of ef-
fective farming which results in no 
cost to the Government. 

It is certainly hard for me to under-
stand why we get so much criticism. It 
is the only farm program that doesn’t 
cost the Federal Government money, 
and it is one of the first on some peo-
ple’s lists of programs to get rid of. It 
is entirely unbelievable and incompre-
hensible. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE TWO 
HOUSES OVER THE LABOR DAY 
HOLIDAY 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of H. Con. Res. 208, just received 
from the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair lays before the Senate H. Con. 
Res. 208, which will be stated. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 208 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Thursday, 
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August 2, 2001, or Friday, August 3, 2001, on 
a motion offered pursuant to this concurrent 
resolution by its Majority Leader or his des-
ignee, it stand and the Senate, respectively, 
to reassemble whenever, in their opinion, the 
public interest shall warrant it. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the resolution be 
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, any statements re-
lating thereto be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 208) was agreed to. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

f 

ELECTION REFORM 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I would 
like to talk about election reform. I 
have talked about it on a number of oc-
casions. 

Yesterday, as chairman of the Rules 
Committee, we had a markup of one of 
the election reform bills. I say with a 
high degree of sadness—and I truly 
mean this—that our good friends on 
the Republican side of the aisle decided 
for whatever reasons not to show up; to 
sort of boycott the markup. I haven’t 
had that experience in my 20 years in 
the Senate and 6 years in the House. I 
gather that it may have happened on 
other committees but never on ones on 
which I served. 

Again, I understand there is dis-
appointment sometimes when our 
amendments or our bills are not going 
to be marked up, or are not going to 
have the necessary votes to be marked 
up. I had scheduled the markup well in 
advance with full notice. There are 
some 16 election reform bills that I 
know of which have been introduced in 
the Senate. We didn’t mark up all of 
them. We marked up one bill. It was 
open for amendment, or substitution, 
as is the normal process. As I have 
been both in the majority and minor-
ity, over the years that is how it has 
been done. 

In the Rules Committee you cannot 
vote by proxy. You have to be there for 
the final vote. You can only vote by 
proxy on amendments. 

We had the convening of the markup 
at 9:00 in the morning with the full 
idea that at least an hour-and-a-half 
would be available for people to come 
and offer amendments, debate, or dis-
cuss the issue of election reform. 

I think there were some 200 to 300 
people in the hearing room. Many came 
in wheelchairs and some with seeing- 
eye dogs and other such equipment in 
order to assist them. There were people 
from various ethnic and racial groups 
in the country who care about election 
reform, and average Americans who 
just wanted to see what Congress 
might do and what the Senate might 
do in response to the tremendously dis-
appointing events of last fall when we 

saw what tremendous shambles our 
election process is in. The events of 
last fall peeled back the scandalous 
conditions of our electoral processes 
all across the country—not only in one 
state during one election. Almost with-
out exception, every State is in des-
perate need of repairing the election 
process. 

As a result of what happened last 
fall, there has been a heightened degree 
of interest in doing something about 
our election process. As a result, as the 
chairman of the Rules Committee since 
June, I have had three hearings on the 
issue. We had one hearing prior to that 
when I was ranking member of the 
committee. 

The bill I propose is one that has 
been cosponsored by 50 other Members 
of this body. It received some rhetor-
ical support from others who are not 
exactly cosponsors but have told me 
that they will support the bill when it 
comes to the floor. The same bill has 
been introduced by Congressman JOHN 
CONYERS of Michigan in the House of 
Representatives. It enjoys, I think, 
over 100 bipartisan cosponsors in that 
body. There are also other bills that 
enjoy some support. The bill offered by 
the now ranking member of the Rules 
Committee, Senator MCCONNELL, has 
some 70 cosponsors. Thirty-one of those 
cosponsors are cosponsors of the bill I 
introduced. 

There is a lot of interest in this sub-
ject matter. What was disappointing to 
me and what saddened me was that on 
a day in which we were going to hold a 
markup to figure out how we might im-
prove the electoral system so more 
people would have the opportunity to 
vote and have their votes counted, our 
friends on the other side decided not to 
come and be heard, let alone vote on 
this matter. 

That troubles me, and I hope it is 
something not to be repeated. It is not 
a very good civics lesson, particularly 
for the dozens of people who showed up 
yesterday. Some made the extra stren-
uous effort to be there, considering 
their physical condition. 

Mr. President, between 4 to 6 million 
people last November 7 showed up to 
vote and were told their votes would 
not count despite the fact they had the 
right to vote. Many of them stood in 
lines in the colder northern tier States 
for hours on end. 

I heard in our hearings in Atlanta the 
other day, with Senator CLELAND at 
my side, witnesses from Georgia who 
literally sat in rooms for hours without 
chairs—elderly people simply waiting 
for a chance to vote and to have their 
votes counted. 

When you have a markup of a bill 
that is open for all sorts of bills to be 
considered as amendments or sub-
stitutes before the committee, it is dis-
heartening to me that such a message 
might be sent that we don’t care 
enough to vote on a bill such as this to 
encourage Americans to vote. 

I hope that when we come back in 
September the offer I made in Novem-

ber of last year as the ranking Demo-
crat on the committee to the then- 
chairman of the committee to work to-
gether on a bipartisan bill will be 
taken up, and that we can sit down and 
try to craft something a majority of 
our colleagues would like to get behind 
and support; and that the other body 
would do the same, and put some 
meaningful resources on the table so 
that States and localities will have the 
help to make the changes that are nec-
essary in order for the election system 
in our country to work. 

The election system is in a shambles. 
This is not some question of fixing a 
minor problem, I regret to report. All 
you need to do is read the reports that 
have come out in the last few days— 
studies from the Civil Rights Commis-
sion report, to the reports by the Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology and 
the California Institute of Technology. 

Their studies indicate, as I noted a 
few moments ago, a stunning 4 to 6 
million people showed up last fall who 
attempted to vote or intended to vote 
and were not able to have their votes 
counted. It is a scandalous situation by 
any estimation. 

For example, in my State alone—one 
of the most affluent States in the 
Union, the State of Connecticut, on a 
per capita income basis—we have not 
bought a new voting piece of equip-
ment in almost a quarter of a century. 
In fact, the company that made the 
machines we use in my State no longer 
exists. 

Mr. President, there are some excep-
tions. I think some States, such as 
Rhode Island, because of the tremen-
dous efforts of the former secretary of 
State there—now Congressman JIM 
LANGEVIN, who is a quadriplegic and 
has been elected to Congress by the 
good people of Rhode Island—have be-
come very progressive in regards to the 
electoral reform. 

The people in Rhode Island who are 
blind, for instance, can vote without 
having someone go into the voting 
booth with them. It is the only State I 
know of in the country where you can 
do that today. But Congressman LAN-
GEVIN was sensitive to it because of his 
own physical condition. He told me, 
with very minor investments—about 
$400 per precinct—they were able to 
make not only the voting place acces-
sible but the ballot accessible. 

Last fall, 10 million blind people did 
not vote in America. I have a sister 
who is blind, blind from birth. She is 
legally blind. She totally lacks vision 
in one eye, and has very slight vision 
in her other eye. From time to time, 
she has needed assistance—and I don’t 
want to suggest to you she has not 
voted on her own from time to time— 
but she works with many people as 
part of the National Federation of the 
Blind. She is a board member and at-
tends their conventions. You need only 
talk to people in your respective 
States, and ask people who are totally 
blind what it was like to go and vote 
last fall. They will tell you they had to 
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take someone with them to vote. Some 
States will allow you to bring a family 
member. Some insist you go in with a 
poll worker you don’t know. So the 
idea of casting a ballot in private is 
nonexistent. 

Therefore, when I talk about trying 
to establish some national require-
ments to improve the system, it isn’t 
just better equipment, it is also mak-
ing the voting booth more accessible to 
those who are disabled. 

At any rate, let me share with you 
these statistics. As I said, there were 4 
to 6 million people—this is stunning— 
trying to do their civic duty who were 
turned away and denied the chance to 
vote. 

Earlier this week, former Presidents 
Ford and Carter released a report. 
Their findings echo those of the Cal- 
Tech-MIT report. The report makes 
clear that the election of 2000 was more 
than ‘‘a closely contested election,’’ as 
some have attempted to characterize 
it. It was more than a matter of a few 
disputed ballots in a single State. It 
was, in the words of the Ford-Carter 
Commission—— 

Mr. President, I see my friend and 
colleague from the State of Wash-
ington. I would like to be able to pro-
ceed for about 5 additional minutes, if 
that is all right with her. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DODD. I thank the Chair. 
The Ford-Carter Commission de-

scribed the results of last fall’s elec-
tion as ‘‘a political ordeal unlike any 
in living memory.’’ It was an ordeal 
that spread beyond a few counties in 
Florida to encompass—and incrimi-
nate—the electoral system within our 
entire Nation. 

Like the Cal-Tech-MIT report, this 
report adds to the growing body of evi-
dence that in the year 2000—and in pre-
vious years—American voters were 
disenfranchised—not by the thousands, 
or even by the tens of thousands, but 
by the millions. These are people who 
intended to vote, stood in line, did ev-
erything they thought they needed to 
do—thought they had registered to 
vote—and for a variety of reasons were 
not able to cast their ballots, or not 
have their ballots counted. 

They were people who were dis-
proportionately poor, who are racial or 
ethnic minorities, who speak English 
as a second—not first—language, and 
who are physically disabled. 

In Florida alone, the U.S. Civil 
Rights Commission found that African 
American voters were 10 times more 
likely than white voters to have their 
ballots thrown out. 

Across the country, the votes of poor 
and minority voters were three times 
more likely to go uncounted than the 
ballots of wealthier Anglo voters. That 
kind of disparity—based on race, in-
come, ethnicity, language, and phys-
ical ability—is unacceptable, at least it 
ought to be, in any nation that calls 
itself a democracy. For a nation such 

as ours—which is the birth place of 
modern democracy, which holds itself 
out among the community of nations 
as an emblem of self-governance—six 
million people, out of 100 million who 
cast their ballots, were thwarted. That 
is more than unacceptable; it is uncon-
scionable. 

Likewise, as our colleague from Mis-
souri, Senator BOND, has said, it is un-
acceptable and unconscionable when 
any American abuses his or her right 
to vote by committing fraud. I whole-
heartedly endorse the comments that 
he made on the Senate floor yesterday 
that we need to expand voter participa-
tion and reduce voter fraud in our Na-
tion. 

I appreciate, by the way, the Senator 
from Missouri telling me the night be-
fore what he was going to say on the 
floor the next day. Those are common 
courtesies we extend to each other, re-
gardless of differences that may exist. 

Voter fraud and voter disenfranchise-
ment are different wrongs, but they 
have a similar impact. They both 
debase our electoral system. They both 
distort the value of votes lawfully cast. 
And they both diminish the true will of 
the American people. I wholeheartedly 
embrace his statement that we need re-
forms that ensure that more Ameri-
cans can vote and that fewer can cheat. 

I look forward to working with him 
during the month of August, and his 
staff, to see if we can craft those parts 
of what he has proposed as a part of our 
bill. 

Some have argued that—against this 
overwhelming evidence that millions of 
Americans are routinely deprived their 
right to effectively exercise the most 
fundamental right we have in a democ-
racy; against this overwhelming evi-
dence that our electoral system is in 
profound need of reform—we should 
make strengthening our election laws 
optional. 

In 1965 we passed the Voting Rights 
Act. We did not make the elimination 
of the poll tax or elimination of the lit-
eracy tests an option. We said: It is 
wrong because you are voting for Presi-
dent of the United States and the Na-
tional Congress. 

If we were just voting for the local 
sheriff or the school board or the gen-
eral assembly of that State, then I do 
not think the Federal Government has 
a lot to say. You might argue that we 
do. But when you are voting for the 
President and the National Congress, 
then, if you deprive people the right to 
vote, either de jure, by law, or de facto 
because of what you failed to do to 
make the system accessible to people, 
then you have affected the people who 
vote in my State when they vote for 
President or they vote for the National 
Congress. 

So the idea that somehow we are 
going to make de facto barriers to peo-
ple’s right to vote optional is as ludi-
crous on its face as it was in 1965 to say 
we had no right to abandon or get rid 
of de jure hurdles to people’s right to 
vote when it came to casting ballots 

for the Presidency and the Congress of 
the United States. 

I am not interested in having overly 
burdensome requirements. I do not 
think having basic national standards 
that say, if you are blind, you have the 
right to vote in private; if you are dis-
abled and cannot reach the machine, 
you ought to be able to do so. We did 
that with the Americans With Disabil-
ities Act. You cannot go into a public 
accommodation or a public restroom 
that isn’t handicap accessible today. 
You ought not be able to go into a vot-
ing booth that isn’t handicap acces-
sible. 

I do not think you are going to get 
that by leaving it optional. I think 
there does need to be a national re-
quirement to see to it you do not have 
these punch-hole ballots or chads hang-
ing around all over the place. I do not 
care if you want to have a different 
machine in every State, but meet basic 
minimum requirements. 

Provisional voting, giving people the 
right to see how they voted—you can 
go to a gasoline station and you know 
how much gas you put in your car be-
cause you get a receipt to look at. 
Can’t we do the same for a voting ma-
chine, so that when you vote, and you 
come out of the booth, you can take a 
look and make sure your vote was re-
corded as you intended it to be re-
corded in the 21st century? Or can’t we 
have a sample ballot so you might have 
some idea about what you are going to 
see in the voting booth when you walk 
into that booth for the very first time? 

Those are the kinds of requirements I 
am talking about. I do not think that 
is overly aggressive, overly excessive. 
And I believe that if the National Gov-
ernment requires it, that we ought to 
also pay for it. 

My bill does both. I am pleased to say 
the Presiding Officer and others are co-
sponsors of the bill we have introduced. 
I am not suggesting it is perfect. I hope 
when we come back in September—I 
have been told by the majority leader; 
I appreciate his tremendous leadership 
on this issue—we will make this a pri-
ority issue so we can get it done. We 
can provide some resources and start 
to make a difference in the 2002 elec-
tions. Hopefully, by the 2004 Presi-
dential race, we will at least reduce 
substantially the amount of abuse we 
saw occur in the 2000 election, and 
hereafter we will see to it that voting 
opportunities are not going to be left 
to wither and deteriorate to the point 
they had, as we evidenced, in the year 
2000. It is not easy. It is going to take 
some investment. 

I will end on this note. It was said by 
Thomas Paine more than 200 years ago. 
I know these other issues are impor-
tant. I don’t minimize them, whether 
we are talking about an energy bill, a 
farm bill, a Patients’ Bill of Rights, all 
those questions that we debate every 
day as elected representatives in this 
body, down the hall in the other body, 
or down the street in the White House. 
All of that depends, as Thomas Paine 
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said, on the right to vote. The right to 
vote is the right upon which all other 
rights depend. If we can’t get the right 
to vote right, then what confidence do 
people have that we will make the 
kinds of decisions they asked us to 
make when they sent us here as their 
representatives? 

I know it is not as popular and 
doesn’t have the same glamour at-
tached to it as some of these other 
issues. I don’t think there is anything 
more important this Congress can do 
than to see to it we redress the wrongs 
committed in the year 2000 and the 
years before then. 

I urge my colleagues, particularly 
those from the other side. I have gone 
to many of their offices. I have let 
them know. I have visited them the 
last several weeks. I have explained the 
bill and asked for their ideas. I want a 
bipartisan bill. I have been to the office 
of BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, the of-
fices of LINCOLN CHAFEE, PETER FITZ-
GERALD, KIT BOND—I have talked to 
them—on down the list. I will continue 
to do so because I want a bipartisan 
bill. I am saddened again that yester-
day my Republican friends on the 
Rules Committee decided not to come 
and vote and be heard on a bill that 
was going to try to improve people’s 
right to vote in America. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Ms. CANTWELL. I ask unanimous 

consent to address the Senate for 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
commend my colleague from Con-
necticut for his fine remarks on elec-
tion reform, a very important issue, in-
deed, and one I am sure we will be ad-
dressing when we resume after our 
summer recess. 

f 

WASHINGTON STATE 
AGRICULTURE 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, the 
Senate is about to adjourn for a sum-
mer recess, clearly doing so after hav-
ing moved this morning on an Agri-
culture supplemental bill that does not 
truly understand the plight of Amer-
ican farmers and the impacts in my 
home State of Washington. 

The impact on Washington State 
farmers and the impact they have on 
our State economy and the national 
economy is clear. There are over 40,000 
farmers in our State covering 15 mil-
lion acres of land. Washington State 
apples are 50 percent of our Nation’s 
apples, and Washington State is the 
third largest wheat-producing State in 
the country. We export about 90 per-
cent of that wheat internationally. 

Farmers in our State have been 
struck by a series of disasters this 
year. They have suffered a drought, 
they have suffered a destructive storm, 
and this morning they are left with an 
Ag supplemental bill that does not do 

enough for the farmers in my State. In 
fact, this bill we have passed, compared 
to the Harkin bill, leaves my State 
with hundreds of millions of dollars 
less resources for both wheat and ap-
ples. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD a document produced by 
the State of Washington that details 
the elements and impacts of the 
drought. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

HOW IS AGRICULTURE AFFECTED 
The drought largely is the result of re-

duced snow pack in the Cascade Mountains, 
which acts as storage for water that is re-
leased during the spring and early summer. 
This water is captured in rivers and res-
ervoirs where it is distributed via irrigation 
systems to farmers. This relatively reliable 
water supply has allowed the arid fields of 
eastern Washington to become some of the 
most productive and diverse agricultural 
lands in the United States. 

The drought affects not only the water 
available from rivers and reservoirs for irri-
gated crops, but may affect non-irrigated 
crops as well. Insufficient soil moisture of 
prolonged dry conditions will reduce yields 
for those crops. 

Agriculture is the core industry of rural 
Washington and supports the small towns 
and cities of eastern Washington. In 1997, the 
food and agriculture industry—farming, food 
processing, warehousing, transportation and 
farm services—employed over 183,000 people. 
Farming, excluding farm owners and fami-
lies, employs about 84,000 people in Wash-
ington. 

In, 1999 farmers harvested over $5.3 billion 
while food processors sold $8.9 billion worth 
of products. Washington’s food and agricul-
tural companies exported $3.5 billion of prod-
ucts. The most valuable of these crops come 
from irrigated land. About 27 percent of 
Washington’s cropland is irrigated, yet this 
acreage produces more than 70 percent of the 
total value of all of Washington State’s har-
vest. This includes the most valuable crops: 
apples; cherries and other tree fruit; vegeta-
bles; onions; and potatoes. All of the 20 most 
valuable crops, by harvest value per acre, are 
irrigated. 

Agriculture also is potentially affected by 
disruptions in transportation, especially 
barge traffic due to lower river levels. In the 
case of wheat, for example, there is insuffi-
cient truck and rail capacity to absorb the 
load if barge transportation is curtailed. 

The current drought, unlike other recent 
droughts, is occurring at a time when farm-
ers are facing many other serious challenges. 
Many smaller farms are likely to face bank-
ruptcy or leave farming. The weak condition 
of many segments of the agriculture indus-
try in the state makes the industry more 
vulnerable to the effects of the drought. 
Most farmers are in their third year of net 
losses due to poor market conditions. Many 
farmers lack the credit to either survive a 
year without a harvest or make the invest-
ments necessary to mitigate the impacts— 
such as drilling deep wells or upgrading irri-
gation and distribution systems. 

Impacts on the production of crops also 
may affect the market prices for those corps, 
which will affect farmers in different ways. 
For example, Washington produces half of 
the U.S. apple crop and a significant reduc-
tion in harvest may increase the price for 
those farmers who remain in business. 
Therefore, some farmers may suffer while 
others who have water may actually see im-
proved revenue. 

The extraordinary rise in energy costs ex-
acerbates the problem for farmers. Farmers 
rely on diesel fuel for their equipment. Cur-
rent diesel prices are up 20 percent to 30 per-
cent over last year’s levels. The cost of elec-
tricity to run pumps is expected to rise as 
much as 150 percent. The price of natural 
gas, which is used to make fertilizer, has 
risen sharply. Most of the irrigated crops are 
either stored in controlled atmosphere ware-
houses or processed (canned, dried, frozen, 
etc.) Cold storage and processing require 
large amounts of energy (especially elec-
tricity and natural gas) and water. If these 
costs force closure of the processing plants, 
farmers may have no place to sell their prod-
ucts. 

Increased risk of disease, insects, noxious 
weeds, erosion, and fire resulting from aban-
doned fields, are also concerns. Without 
maintenance of the fields or removal of 
abandoned orchards, the risk of damage to 
adjoining fields is significant. The Wash-
ington State Department of Agriculture 
(WSDA) has requested funds to assist local 
Weed Boards to deal with these problems, 
while state and federal fire officials are pre-
paring for a potentially record year for for-
est and range fires. 

Ms. CANTWELL. It reads in part: 
The current drought, unlike other recent 

droughts, is occurring at a time when farm-
ers are facing many other serious challenges. 
Many smaller farms are likely to face bank-
ruptcy or leave farming altogether. The 
weak condition of many segments of the ag-
riculture industry in the state makes the in-
dustry more vulnerable to the effects of 
drought. Most farmers are in their third year 
of net losses due to poor market conditions. 
Many farmers lack the credit to survive an-
other year without a harvest or make the in-
vestments necessary to mitigate these im-
pacts—such as drilling deep wells or upgrad-
ing irrigation and distribution systems. 

From Ritzville to Yakima, from Che-
lan to Wenatchee, the family farms in 
my State are hurting. Just this past 
week I met with farmers from 
Ritzville; they are wheat farmers. 
Wheat farmers are seeing a 14-year low 
in wheat prices. They made it clear 
they need help and they need help now. 

Part of our discussion is what is the 
sentiment for support of the family 
farms across our country. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD an article from a local 
Walla Walla newspaper about the im-
pacts. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

POLL: VOTERS SUPPORT FARM AND RANCH 
CONSERVATION EFFORTS 

WALLA WALLA.—America’s farms and 
ranches are important to the nation’s voters, 
and not just for their locally grown food. 

A new poll released today shows that vot-
ers value farms and ranches for the conserva-
tion benefits they provide, such as cleaner 
air and water and wildlife habitat. And not 
only do voters want the federal government 
to support programs that secure those val-
ues, by linking conservation practices with 
farm payments, but voters are willing to pay 
to ensure conservation benefits from farms 
and ranches. 

A poll, a telephone survey of 1,024 reg-
istered voters nationwide, uncovered strong 
support for American agriculture, with 81 
percent of voters saying they want their food 
to come from within the United States. 
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Americans professed a close connection to 

farmers and ranchers, with 70 percent report-
ing that they have bought something di-
rectly from a farmer during the last year, 
such as at a farm stand or a farmers’ market. 
Voter concern about farm environmental 
issues registers almost as high as for current 
‘‘hot’’ political issues. 

For example, 71 percent are concerned 
about pesticide residues on food and 69 per-
cent of American voters say they are con-
cerned about loss of farmland to develop-
ment, compared with more than 80 percent of 
voters concerned about public education and 
gas prices. 

Seventy-eight percent of the American 
electorate report they are aware of govern-
ment income support programs for farmers. 
Voters strongly approve of these programs 
when they are used to correct low market 
prices or in cases of drought or flood damage. 

The addition of conservation conditions to 
farm supports, however, received over-
whelming approval, as 75 percent of Amer-
ican voters feel income support to the Amer-
ican farmer should come with the stipulation 
that farmers are required to apply ‘‘one or 
more conservation practices,’’ such as pro-
tecting wetlands or preventing water pollu-
tion. 

‘‘We were struck by how many voters 
make the link between agriculture and con-
servation benefits,’’ said Ralph Grossi, presi-
dent of American Farmland Trust. ‘‘The pub-
lic feels strongly about all the values they 
see in American agriculture; not only do 
they appreciate America’s bounty on their 
tables, they also realize farms and ranches 
provide environmental benefits and they are 
willing to share the cost.’’ 

Several programs exist to support con-
servation on farms and ranches, among them 
the Farmland Protection Program, Environ-
mental Quality Incentives Program, and the 
Wetlands Reserve Program. 

For each of these programs, demand has 
far outstripped federal funding in 2001. For 
WRP alone, unmet requests from farmers to-
taled $568 million. This year FPP was only 
allocated $17.5 million in funding—leaving a 
gap of $90 million and hundreds of farmers 
waiting in line to protect their land. 

‘‘As expected, when we asked voters about 
how they wanted to increase federal spend-
ing, they placed a high priority on address-
ing pressing needs like finding cures for can-
cer, educating our children and ensuring ade-
quate energy supplies,’’ said Grossi. ‘‘What 
we did not expect was the finding that a ma-
jority of voters—53 percent—feel increasing 
funds to keep productive farmland from 
being developed should be a national pri-
ority.’’ 

And voters are willing to spend their own 
money to help farmers protect the environ-
ment. When asked whether they would like 
to get all or some of possible $100 tax refund, 
63 percent said they’d forego some of that 
money to protect waterways, wetlands or 
wildlife habitat. 

‘‘With such strong support for agricultural 
conservation, policymakers should triple 
conservation spending in the next farm bill,’’ 
Grossi pointed out. ‘‘The programs are there, 
and they work. With $21 billion allocated an-
nually to farm support payments by the 
budget agreement, half should be reserved 
for conservation programs. It’s just a ques-
tion of putting some financial muscle into 
making conservation happen.’’ 

‘‘Over the past 19 year I have repeatedly 
surveyed farmers and found them very will-
ing to conserve natural resources. These new 
results strongly indicate that conservation- 
oriented farm programs will please not just 
farmers, but most voters,’’ said Dr. J. Dixon 
Esseks, a political scientist from Northern 
Illinois University who directed the poll. 

The telephone survey of 1,024 registered 
voters nationwide was conducted June 2–21, 
2001, with a margin of sampling error of +3.1 
percent in 95 out of 100 cases. 

Ms. CANTWELL. This article dis-
cusses what Americans really want to 
do to help family farmers. Actually, a 
poll was taken to understand American 
support for what we might do in the 
Senate. It said that 78 percent of the 
American electorate report that they 
are aware of government income sup-
port programs for farmers, and voters 
strongly approve of these programs 
when they are used in a fashion to cor-
rect low market prices or in case of 
drought or flood damage. We should be 
secure in knowing that our constitu-
ents want to help family farms. 

The family farms in my State are on 
the brink. They are on the brink be-
cause our Governor has declared a 
drought in Washington State. The 
drought, along with an energy crisis, is 
having a catastrophic effect on agri-
culture. In many cases water is not 
available for irrigation; the farmers 
have been unable to get the irrigated 
water supply they need. Right in the 
middle of this trouble, a severe storm 
occurred and greatly impacted the 
fruit tree industry in the State, ruin-
ing various orchards throughout the 
central part of Washington. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD an article from the Yakima 
Herald that reads in part: 

Silent and unyielding, drought stalks Cen-
tral Washington. . . . Crops are wilting, jobs 
are evaporating, income needed to sustain 
family farms and rural communities is van-
ishing, stolen away by this drought like a 
thief in the night. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Yakima Herald-Republic, July 29, 

2001] 

DRY, DRY AGAIN 

(By David Lester) 

Silent and unyielding, drought stalks Cen-
tral Washington during this unsettling sum-
mer of 2001. Crops are wilting, jobs are 
evaporating and income needed to sustain 
farm families and rural communities is van-
ishing, stolen away by this drought like a 
thief in the night. 

The drought could mean staggering losses, 
estimated in one analysis at more than $270 
million in reduced income for farmers, lost 
jobs and less money circulating through the 
local economy. 

Some of those effects already are being 
felt. Farm employment is down. Farm serv-
ice businesses are reporting steep declines in 
sales and have laid off workers to com-
pensate. 

Land has been idled in some parts of the 
Yakima Valley because there isn’t enough 
water to go around, or the water has been 
transferred to another district suffering a 
worse shortage. The Roza Irrigation District, 
among the most severely affected, has 
drained its reserves of $2 million to buy pre-
cious water. 

And like victims of theft, area residents 
are sensing a loss of confidence and an erod-
ing optimism about the future. 

They also are grieving. 
Carelessness may have lit the match, but 

drought fueled the fire that took the lives of 

four young area firefighters July 10 in a tin-
der-dry and remote part of the Okanogan few 
people had ever heard of. 

The entire Northwest has many weeks yet 
during which it must deal with the threat of 
raging forest fires, much as during the Che-
lan-area Tyee Creek and the Lakebeds com-
plex fires in Klickitat County in 1994. 

‘‘Locally in Central and Eastern Wash-
ington, we have the potential to have fires 
like the ones in Montana last summer,’’ said 
Mick Mueller, an ecologist for the U.S. For-
est Service’s Leaveworth Ranger District. 

Wildfire blackened more than 600,000 acres 
in Montana and a similar amount in Idaho 
last year. It was the worst wildlife season in 
the West in 50 years. 

PREPARING FOR THE WORST 
When Gov. Gary Locke declared a drought 

emergency March 14, the outlook statewide 
was bleak for municipal water supplies, irri-
gation, migratory fish and power production. 
But spring rains eased drought worries in 
Western Washington and the dryland wheat 
country in the far eastern part of the state. 

Doug McChesney, state Ecology Depart-
ment coordinator for drought response, said 
the Yakima Basin continues to suffer be-
cause of its reliance on a limited water-stor-
age system that places a premium on a 
healthy snowpack every year. Also, a greater 
percentage of Central Washington farmland 
relies on junior water rights than the rest of 
the state. 

When the snowpack doesn’t come during 
the winter, the basin suffers, as it has this 
year. 

The numbers tell the story: As of June 1, 
the amount of water in the snow was just 22 
percent of average. All snow was gone by 
July 1. The total amount of water produced 
in the watershed through July was just 46 
percent of average and the second-lowest in 
75 years, second only to 1977. Reservoir stor-
age on July 1 was just 66 percent of average, 
the second-lowest in 60 years. 

‘‘The west side of the state is clearly bet-
ter off. It’s the band down the middle of the 
state from the Cascade crest to the east 
where the worst of the problems are,’’ 
McChesney said. 

When higher energy costs, higher fertilizer 
costs and three years of poor marketing con-
ditions for apples and other crops are added 
in, Central Washington farmers are carrying 
most of the burden for the rest of the state. 

‘‘They are getting clobbered. There is no 
doubt about that,’’ McChesney added. 

The region went through a nearly identical 
drought in 1994, but as McChesney suggested, 
this year’s record drought couldn’t have 
come at a worse time. 

SEARCH FOR STORAGE 
Already reeling from several years of poor 

market prices, the 2001 drought is staggering 
the area with another body blow. 

‘‘Farmers are survivors, but they are being 
pushed about as far as they can be pushed,’’ 
observed Tom Carpenter, a longtime Granger 
farmer on the Roza Irrigation District. 

Carpenter and other basin farmers are once 
again pushing for new water storage to insu-
late the basin from drought. The five Cas-
cade lakes in the Yakima Irrigation Project 
can store less than half the water used in the 
basin each year. 

No new storage has been constructed since 
1933. In the intervening years, the basin went 
through a natural maturing process with the 
planting of more perennial crops like apples 
and other tree fruits, mint, grapes, and hops 
that must have water every year to survive. 
Also, a relatively new demand for water to 
protect threatened fish is taxing the system 
further. 

Carpenter, a diversified grower and an ac-
tive player in basin water issues for many 
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years, said the people who built the basin 
found ways to get things done. 

‘‘I wonder what’s wrong with us. Why don’t 
we have the vision to do what we need to do 
and take care of everyone’s interests?’’ he 
asked. ‘‘We are just fighting over the 
crumbs.’’ 

The impacts aren’t being felt solely on the 
72,000-acre Roza or the 59,000-acre Kittitas 
Reclamation District, where farmers are re-
ceiving barely a third of a normal water sup-
ply. 

They are at the end of the line in a water- 
rights system that favors those who were 
here first. The first homesteaders have what 
are called senior water rights. Their rights 
are satisfied first when there isn’t enough to 
go around. Later arrivals, known as juniors, 
share what’s left. 

It is a system that has led to the most re-
strictive rationing in the Yakima Irrigation 
Project’s 96-year history. In 1994, junior 
users were limited to 38 percent of a full sup-
ply. 

But because the large irrigation divisions 
in the 464,000-acre project have a combina-
tion of senioor and junior rights, farmers in 
other parts of the basin, like the sprawling 
Wapato Irrigation Project, are struggling 
with too little water to have a successful 
harvest. 

ADDING UP THE DOLLARS 
A 4-year-old economic-impact analysis pre-

pared by Northwest Economic Associates of 
Vancouver, Wash., an agriculture and nat-
ural resources economics consulting firm, 
suggests a water shortage like 2001 would cut 
farm income in the Yakima River Basin by 
$136 milllion, or 13 percent of the total in an 
average year. 

When the effect of smaller crops on proc-
essors, farm suppliers, trucking and retail 
are included, the figure balloons to more 
than a quarter of a billion dollars. 

The firm prepared the report for the Tri- 
County Water Resource Agency, a Yakima- 
based consortium of counties, cities and irri-
gation districts working to meet all water 
needs in the three-county basin. 

William Dillingham, a senior economist for 
the state Employment Security Department, 
said the agency is trying to track the effects 
of a historic water shortage on employment 
in Central Washington counties. 

‘‘Yakima County has a huge amount of its 
employment associated with agriculture. 
When you tie in food processing, transpor-
tation and ag services, that number begins 
to get pretty big, pretty quickly,’’ he said. 

State officials have taken a stab at just 
how big. Using the Northwest Economic As-
sociates study as a basis for their estimate, 
four state agencies in late June projected the 
2001 drought could cut statewide farm pro-
duction by up to $400 million, or about 12.5 
percent of total farm production. In addi-
tion, up to 7,500 farm jobs would be lost, as 
would up to 1,400 jobs in the farm-related 
processing, trucking, wholesaling and 
warehousing industries. 

The projection recognizes the local losses 
would not be mirrored statewide because 
other parts of the state have near-normal 
water supplies and would have average crop 
production. 

In the midst of all this, Central Yakima 
Valley fruit growers suffered millions of dol-
lars in crop damage from a freak and power-
ful wind-and-hail storm in late June, with 
gusts clocked at 108 mph in one Zillah or-
chard. 

Looking at the growing tale of woe, a state 
official asked privately: ‘‘What’s next, a 
plague of locusts?’’ 

FISH ARE SUFFERING, TOO 
River flows depleted to record lows in some 

places because of too little winter snow are 

threatening the Northwest’s multimillion- 
dollar investment in savings its declining 
salmon and steelhead runs. More water is 
being used to turn Columbia River power 
turbines to generate needed power, exposing 
more fish to a near-certain death. 

The Yakima Valley’s celebration of a huge 
returning run of adult spring chinook this 
year, the largest in at least 50 years, is tem-
pered by the prospect that some of these fish 
won’t spawn successfully in low September 
river flows. 

Also, young chinook salmon and threat-
ened steelhead trout starting their dan-
gerous journey to the Pacific Ocean are 
being subjected to higher water tempera-
tures and more predators as the Lower Yak-
ima River, southeast of Prosser, rides along 
slightly above minimum streamflows. 

Higher fish losses this year would mean a 
smaller run of adults in two to three years. 
Dwindling numbers could turn up the pres-
sure for more fish protective measures. 

‘‘Rising water temperatures may not kill 
fish by itself, but predators are more active 
eaters when temperatures are higher,’’ said 
Dale Bambrick of Ellensburg, the Eastern 
Washington habitat team leader for the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service. ‘‘It’s a dou-
ble whammy. The salmon and steelhead crit-
ters aren’t functioning well.’’ 

DROUGHT EFFECT REACH FAR 
The struggle on the farm is being felt in 

town, too. 
City residents in parts of Yakima and 

Kennewick are being required to rotate 
water use to make an inadequate supply 
stretch. 

Workers in industries that supply farmers 
and process the commodities they produce 
are being laid off because there is too little 
work. 

Duane Huppert, who has owned Huppert 
Farm and Lawn Center in Ellensburg for 17 
years, said he canceled a farm implement 
order this spring when the initial water fore-
cast came out in March. 

‘‘When that came out, it was like turning 
off the business as far as ag sales are con-
cerned,’’ Huppert said. ‘‘It really stops any 
farmer from buying anything when you look 
at a year like this.’’ 

‘‘As a farm equipment dealer, our sales 
were cut drastically,’’ he added. 

Huppert, who sells John Deere products, 
said he is concerned about the lingering ef-
fects of this drought into next year and be-
yond. 

‘‘This community is an ag community 
whether people like it or not,’’ he said, ‘‘We 
get a lot of income from farmers, and the 
money they spend goes through a lot of busi-
nesses.’’ 

In the heart of the Yakima Valley in Sun-
nyside, Bleyhl Farm Service, a supplier of 
feed, fuel, fertilizer and equipment to farm-
ers, also is feeling the pinch. 

Verle Kirk, the firm’s Sunnyside store di-
vision manager, said the firm cut its work 
force in Sunnyside by about 14 percent to 
some 70 employees in response to a cut in 
sales. 

Sales of irrigation equipment dropped 
when the Roza shut down for three weeks in 
May to stretch its water supply. Sales have 
not recovered, Kirk said. 

Farmers are also buying less nitrogen fer-
tilizer because of higher costs for natural gas 
used to produce it. Corn seed isn’t moving 
because the crop requires more water. 

‘‘It seems like these guys are shopping 
harder. Profitability hasn’t been good the 
last two years,’’ he said. ‘‘It hasn’t been good 
this year. If they don’t make money, it won’t 
get any better next year.’’ 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, the 
article goes on to state that the 

drought could mean staggering losses 
of more than $270 million in reduced in-
come from farmers, lost jobs, and less 
money circulating through our local 
economy. 

The most critical stories are emerg-
ing from my State, including those of 
the apple industry. An agricultural as-
sistance bill such as the one we passed 
that does not support apple growers 
fails to understand a very important 
part of our agricultural sector. You 
heard from many of my colleagues 
from New York, Michigan, and Maine 
about the fact that we need to do some-
thing to help America’s apple growers 
who are experiencing the worst eco-
nomic losses in more than 70 years. 

Currently prices are as low as 40 per-
cent below the cost of production. Be-
tween 1995 and 1998, apple growers lost 
approximately $760 million due to ques-
tionable import practices involving 
such countries as China and Korea, in 
addition to the stiff export tariffs. 

Growers like to be self-sufficient and 
would not ask for help if it did not 
mean their survival. Many growers in 
financial crisis are being pushed off 
their farms. One study has estimated 
that the numbers of those leaving their 
farms could be as high as 30 percent. 

We need to stop this exodus from the 
family farms by providing farmers this 
year with the support and money they 
desperately need. The Harkin bill 
would have done that. Instead, as the 
Senator from Iowa stated earlier, with 
a gun to our head and without the re-
course of getting cooperation and sup-
port from the President or from our 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, we passed an Ag supplemental 
bill that will mean hundreds of mil-
lions fewer dollars to the State of 
Washington and to family farmers. We 
need to do better. 

Many of my colleagues have talked 
about the shortcomings of this legisla-
tion. So as we prepare for adjournment, 
as wheat farmers begin their harvest, 
as apple growers deal with drought and 
suffer from storm loss, as communities 
throughout Washington State and the 
country deal with the economic im-
pacts being felt by the agricultural in-
dustry, I hope my colleagues will think 
hard about these issues and return in 
September to do more for family farm-
ers and to show our appreciation for 
that industry. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Washington has 
expired. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 
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FAMILY FARMS NEED 

ASSISTANCE 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, be-

fore leaving for the recess, I, too, want-
ed to address a couple of points on my 
mind and I am sure on the minds of the 
people of Louisiana. We have enjoyed, 
as a State, some success this session on 
many different issues. Of course, some 
of them are not resolved. 

Senator BREAUX and I have been very 
involved with the issue of education 
and health care. As we wind down this 
particular part of our session, I wish to 
speak for a moment on the area of agri-
culture. 

The Senator from Washington just 
spoke. She says she is leaving town 
with some disappointment. I add my 
voice to say I, too, am disappointed in 
the outcome of our Agriculture supple-
mental appropriations bill. We seem to 
have room in the budget for many 
other items, but sometimes when it 
comes to our farmers and agriculture, 
they are cut short or draw the short 
straw. 

That is very unfortunate because, ac-
cording to the budget outline, there 
was money available to allocate in an 
emergency and supplemental way to 
meet the needs of farmers, not only in 
Louisiana and throughout the South 
but, as the Senator from Washington 
said, the farmers and agricultural in-
terests in her State and throughout the 
Nation. 

The House adjourned, setting the 
floor quite low at $5.5 billion. The Sen-
ate, in a bipartisan fashion and with bi-
partisan support, went on record as 
supporting a higher number of $7.5 bil-
lion. When $2 billion is cut out, a lot of 
farmers in Louisiana are shortchanged. 

Our AMTA payments were reduced 
substantially. The conservation pro-
grams, so important to farmers in Lou-
isiana because of our tremendous wet-
lands conservation efforts, are short-
changed. 

The public/private partnerships that 
farmers and landowners can enter into 
with the Government to reduce produc-
tion and help keep prices high, was cur-
tailed because of our lack of commit-
ment to this funding level. In addition, 
because of the unfortunate timing, we 
are not going to be able to come back 
in the fall and recoup the lost ground 
because we will be past the September 
deadline. 

I have here an interesting letter from 
the American Soybean Association, 
National Corn Growers, National Asso-
ciation of Wheat Growers, and, of 
course, the National Cotton Council. 

This letter says: We would rather 
have $5.5 billion than nothing, and so 
would I. But they should not have had 
to settle for the $5.5 billion when even 
settling for $7.5 billion is not enough to 
meet the needs and the emergencies 
being experienced by farmers every-
where who are, frankly, entitled to 
more. 

I most certainly do not blame these 
associations for saying, listen, we are 
between a rock and a hard place. They 

are saying, ‘‘The House has adjourned. 
It has approved $5.5 billion. We would 
just as soon take that.’’ I know if they 
could stand here and speak their 
minds, and speak the truth, they would 
say $5.5 billion is not enough. It is 
going to leave a lot of our farmers with 
higher debts and impact a lot of our 
rural communities across the Nation. 

In Louisiana, we have experienced 
some of the lowest prices in decades, 
and a severe drought. This drought has 
brought about an intrusion of salt-
water into many of our marshes and 
farmland, creating additional prob-
lems. It is a very difficult time in agri-
culture. 

I did not want to leave without say-
ing I am extremely disappointed we 
were not able to get the level of AMTA 
payments higher. It is very important 
to our farmers and our conservation 
programs. I think we will end up pay-
ing a higher price in the months and 
years to come. 

In addition, it is of particular dis-
appointment we do not have included 
in this particular package our vol-
untary State-supported, State-rec-
ommended, and State-endorsed dairy 
compacts. Compacts are important to 
dairy farmers all over this Nation and 
come at no cost to the taxpayer. 

We are arguing about an agricultural 
funding bill because the two Houses 
cannot decide whether $5.5 billion is 
the right amount or $6.5 billion or $7.5 
billion. I know money does not grow on 
trees, and we do not want to overspend. 

We want to live within budgetary 
constraints, but what puzzles me so 
much about this debate is the dairy 
compact does not cost the taxpayers a 
penny. We could have added it and not 
added one penny to the Agriculture 
supplemental appropriations bill be-
cause dairy compacts do not cost the 
taxpayers any money. They are a vol-
untary, State-run, State-supported and 
allow dairy farmers, along with con-
sumers and the retail representatives, 
to set a price for fluid milk so we can 
make sure everyone in our districts 
and our regions have a fresh, steady 
supply of milk. 

It is a system whereby if prices go 
up, the producers pay out of their prof-
its; if the prices go down, the farmers 
are paid out of the profits to retailers 
and others, therefore, leveling the price 
and allowing the farmers to make 
plans for their growth and production 
of dairy products. 

It has been proven very successful in 
the Northeast. The Senators from 
Vermont have been two of the lead 
sponsors and advocates. New York has 
petitioned to join, Pennsylvania has 
petitioned to join, and the Southern 
delegates and the Southern Senators 
want the South to have the same right 
to organize into compacts and help our 
farmers. 

In Louisiana, we have lost 204 dairy 
farms since 1995. We have only 468 re-
maining. If we do not answer in some 
way to the dairy farms, I am going to 
be back in 3 years saying: We had 468, 

now we are down to 250, and 3 years 
from now we will be down to 150. Before 
you know it, we will be in a position 
where we are importing all of our milk 
from other parts of the Nation. We will 
be paying higher prices, because there 
will be less competition and less of a 
competitive organization of dairy 
farmers. 

Had Louisiana been a member of the 
Southern Dairy Compact last year, our 
468 dairy farms would have received al-
most $12 million in compact payments. 
That is not a huge amount of money by 
Washington standards. It is not in the 
billions, but I can tell my colleagues, 
$12 million means a lot to the people of 
Louisiana and to these farmers who are 
scratching out a living, trying to oper-
ate their enterprises at a profit. It not 
only means a lot to the farmers and 
their families, but to the communities 
in which they buy supplies, pay taxes 
that provide for vital community serv-
ices. 

When a dairy farmer goes out of busi-
ness, it does not just collapse that par-
ticular dairy farm and bring harm to 
that particular family, it affects the 
whole rural economy of many of our 
States. 

Northeast Dairy compact States 
show the compact had a steadying in-
fluence on the support of farms. With-
out exception, we know, based on the 
facts and the figures, that the North-
east experiment has been very positive. 

When we come back in the fall, I am 
not sure what we can do to restore the 
level of funding. As I said, this was an 
opportunity lost. We now have to oper-
ate under new budget constraints. I am 
not sure how we are going to fill in the 
gaps, but because the dairy compact 
does not cost additional funding, I am 
hopeful. I look forward to joining with 
my colleagues in building a bipartisan 
support for State-run, State-supported 
voluntary dairy compacts that do not 
cost the taxpayer a dime but help keep 
a steady, reliable source of fluid milk 
coming to our consumers and to con-
sumers in every region of this Nation. 
I am hopeful that when we get back, we 
will have success. 

We have a farm bill to debate. There 
are many changes that our farmers are 
going to need so that we can compete 
more effectively. We need to open up 
trade opportunities, more risk manage-
ment tools, and the dairy compact that 
can help our farmers help themselves 
and not just rely on a Government 
handout. That is all they ask. They 
just want to be met halfway. We can 
most certainly do a better job. 

I am going to fight as hard as I can 
for the Southern region of this Nation 
that, in my opinion, has historically 
been shortchanged when it comes to 
agriculture. I am going to join with 
Senators from New York, New Jersey, 
and Washington, and other States 
which have, in some way, also been 
shortchanged because of the lack of 
emphasis on speciality crops. Although 
I do not represent New Jersey, New 
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York, or Washington, I think it is im-
portant for us to make sure the agri-
culture bill is fair and equitable to 
every region of this Nation. 

The South has been shortchanged 
time and again. We are going to join a 
coalition to make sure our farmers get 
their fair share and that we are pro-
viding the taxpayers a good return on 
the money that is invested. We need to 
create ways to help farmers minimize 
the cost to the taxpayers and maximize 
the total benefit. 

f 

ELECTION REFORM 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I will 
take 2 more minutes, if I can, to say a 
word about the election reform meas-
ure that Senator DODD spoke about 
just a few minutes ago. 

I am proud to be a cosponsor of that 
election reform measure. I thank the 
Senator from Connecticut for leading 
this effort, for being such a terrific and 
articulate spokesperson for improving 
our election system in this Nation. 

It truly is a travesty and really a hy-
pocrisy for us to encourage people to 
register to vote, urge them to exercise 
their full rights as citizens, and then 
not count their votes, or turn them 
away at the polls. 

In the year 2001, that should not be 
the case. That should not be the case 
at any time. Unfortunately, there have 
been dark places in our history where 
people by the millions were turned 
away or were not allowed to register. 
Our country has made great progress. 

As the last election showed, and as 
we need to discuss when we come back, 
we have a lot of fixing to do. There are 
improvements that need to be made. 
We need to proudly stand up to the 
world and say: Yes, we want our citi-
zens registered, and if they are a legal 
voter, whether they are in a wheel-
chair, visually impaired, or have other 
physical challenges, despite the fact 
they may be older or not as strong and 
as able, they have a right to vote and 
they have a right to have their vote 
counted, and they have a right to the 
kind of equipment and technology that 
is available that makes sure those 
votes are counted and certified. 

In conclusion, no system is going to 
be perfect, but the evidence is in to 
suggest that the system we have in the 
United States can and should be per-
fected. I am proud that in Louisiana we 
do have standardized voting machines, 
and we have worked very hard on open-
ing access to those polling places. 

Even in Louisiana, where we do have 
standardized voting machines, and 
state-of-the-art technology in poor and 
wealthy districts, rural and urban dis-
tricts, we can make improvements 
there. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues on this important subject 
when we return. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

CARNAHAN). Will the Senator withhold 
her request for a quorum call? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
f 

ENERGY 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I will try to be brief because I am sure 
there are many who would like to start 
the recess. 

Madam President, I call your atten-
tion and that of my colleagues to the 
activity in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives which occurred the day 
before yesterday, rather late at night. 
This involved the reporting out of an 
energy bill, a very comprehensive bill. 
As a consequence, the baton now passes 
to the Senate. There is going to be a 
great deal of debate in the committee, 
on which I am the ranking member, 
along with other members of that com-
mittee, including the Senator from 
Louisiana who just addressed this 
body. As a consequence of that debate 
and the development of our own energy 
bill at this time, I will highlight one of 
the topical points in that bill that af-
fects my State of Alaska. That is the 
issue of ANWR, the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

The action by the House is very re-
sponsible. It puts the issue in perspec-
tive. The issue has been that somehow 
this huge area called ANWR, an area of 
19 million acres, an area that is ap-
proximately the size of the State of 
South Carolina, is at risk by any ac-
tion by the Congress to initiate author-
ization for exploration. 

What the House has done is extraor-
dinary, mandating a limitation of 2,000 
acres to be the footprint associated 
with any development that might 
occur in that area. It takes the whole 
issue and puts it in perspective that, 
indeed, This is not more than four or 
five small farms, assuming the rest of 
the area of the State of South Carolina 
were a wilderness. That is the perspec-
tive. 

For those who argue ANWR is at 
risk, the House action has clearly iden-
tified the footprint will be 2,000 acres. 
What will that do to America’s tech-
nology, to America’s ingenuity? It will 
challenge it. It will say, we must de-
velop this field, if indeed the oil is 
there, with this kind of footprint. 

This technology has been developed 
in this country. The exploration phase 
is three-dimensional. It suggests that 
you can drill under the U.S. Capitol 
and come out at gate 8 at Reagan Air-
port. That is the technology. This gives 
side views of what lies under the 
ground and the prospects for oil and 
gas. It mandates the best technology. 
It mandates we must develop this tech-
nology, and as a consequence puts a 
challenge to the environmental com-
munity, the engineering community, 
and our Nation. That challenge will 
help make this the best oilfield in the 
world, bar none. 

What else does it have? It has a 
project labor agreement. That means 
there will be a contractual commit-

ment between the unions, the Team-
sters, and the AFL-CIO, and it will cre-
ate thousands of jobs in this country. 
These are American jobs. 

I urge Members to consider for a mo-
ment that over half of our deficit bal-
ance of payments is the cost of im-
ported oil. Once the Congress speaks on 
this issue, there will be a reaction from 
OPEC. That reaction will be very inter-
esting. OPEC is going to increase its 
supply and the price of oil is going to 
be reduced in this country. There is no 
question about it. If OPEC knows we 
mean business about reducing our de-
pendence on imported oil, they will 
clearly get the signal. 

Furthermore, it is rather interesting 
what the House did with the disposi-
tion of royalties. The anticipated rev-
enue from lease sales for the Federal 
land in this area is somewhere in the 
area of $1.5 to $2 billion. That money is 
not just beginning to go in the Federal 
Treasury; it will go into the develop-
ment of alternative and renewable 
sources of energy. So we have the funds 
to develop the new technologies. 

One of the misconceptions in this 
country that covers energy is that it is 
all the same. It isn’t. We generate elec-
tricity from coal. The State of West 
Virginia is a major supplier of coal. 
Nearly 51 percent of the energy pro-
duced in this country comes from coal. 
We also have the capability to produce 
from nuclear. About 22 percent of our 
energy comes from nuclear. We also 
use a large amount of natural gas, but 
our natural gas reserves are going 
down faster than we are finding new 
ones. 

We have hydro; we have wind; we 
have solar. These are all important in 
the mix. The funds from the sale or 
lease in ANWR are going to go back 
and develop renewable sources of en-
ergy. 

The point I make is why these ener-
gies are important. America moves on 
oil. The world moves on oil. There is no 
alternative. We must find an alter-
native, perhaps fuel sales, perhaps hy-
drogen technology, but it is not there. 
We will be increasingly dependent on 
sources from overseas. 

I know the President pro tempore re-
members the issue of the U2 over Rus-
sia, Gary Powers, an American pilot in 
an observation plane that was shot 
down. At that time, we were contem-
plating a major meeting of the world 
leaders to try and relieve tensions. 
When his plane was shot down, tensions 
were increased dramatically between 
the Soviet Union and the United 
States. It was a time of great tension. 

The other day we had a U2 flying 
over Iraq with an American pilot. We 
were enforcing a no-fly zone. We were 
doing an observation. A missile was 
shot at that aircraft, barely missing it. 
It blew up behind the tail. It hardly 
made page 5 in the news. 

We are importing a million barrels a 
day from Iraq. We are enforcing a no- 
fly zone over Iraq. We have flown 
231,000 individual sorties, with men and 
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women flying our aircraft, enforcing 
this no-fly zone, ensuring his targets 
are not fully developed. Occasionally 
we bomb and take out targets. 

How ironic; here we are, importing a 
million barrels a day, enforcing a no- 
fly zone, taking on his targets, but we 
are taking this oil and putting it in our 
aircraft to do it. I don’t know about 
our foreign policy. 

What does he do with the money he 
receives from us? His Republican 
Guards keep Saddam Hussein alive. He 
develops a missile delivery capability. 
He puts on a biological warhead, per-
haps. Where is it aimed? At our ally, 
Israel. Virtually every speech Saddam 
Hussein gives is concluded with ‘‘death 
to Israel.’’ 

Where does this fit in the big picture? 
Six weeks ago we imported 750,000 bar-
rels a day from Iraq. I find it frus-
trating. We had another little experi-
ence about 31⁄2 weeks ago. Saddam Hus-
sein was not satisfied with the sanc-
tions being levied by the U.N. He said: 
I will cut my oil production 2.5 million 
for 30 days. That is 60 million barrels. 
We all thought OPEC would stand up 
and increase production. They didn’t. 
They have a cartel. We can’t have car-
tels in this country. We have antitrust 
laws against them. 

My point is quite evident. OPEC, the 
Mideast nations, are trying to stick to-
gether, hold up the price, because they 
are increasing their leverage on the 
United States. What does that do to 
the national security of this country? 
It is quite obvious to me. 

There is another argument that was 
used. We heard it on the House floor: 
Ban the export of any Alaskan oil that 
might come from ANWR. Fine, I will 
support that. 

One of the amusing observations I 
made the other day is that one of the 
Members of the House got up and said 
we have to oppose opening this because 
all the oil is going to Japan. That is 
nonsense. So it is prohibited in the au-
thorization. The last oil that was ex-
ported outside the United States from 
Alaska occurred a year ago last April, 
a very small amount that was surplus. 
But it is not surplus anymore because 
California is now importing a great 
deal of foreign oil because they have 
increased their utilization while Alas-
ka has declined in its production. 

If you go through the arguments that 
will be before this body on the ANWR 
issue, please think about the action of 
the House, the responsible action of the 
House. No longer is 19 million acres at 
risk, an area the size of the State of 
South Carolina; 2,000 acres is at risk. Is 
that a reasonable compromise to ad-
dress our energy security? Certainly. It 
mandates the best use and the highest 
use of particular knowledge. It has a 
project labor agreement in it. The 
unions think very highly of this be-
cause it has become a jobs issue. 

We have an obligation to do what is 
right for America. We know our envi-
ronmental friends have taken a stand 
on this, but most of their arguments 

are gone. Can you open it safely? Sure-
ly; and the Federal royalties are going 
to go back for conservation and renew-
ables and R&D. We are going to put a 
ban on exports, resolving that issue. 

ANWR has been the focal point of a 
lot of misinformation by environ-
mental extremists. They have tried to 
hold it hostage for their own publicity, 
membership, and dollars, and they 
have been quite effective. But the 
House vote proves that when we really 
look beyond the rhetoric, we can safely 
explore the resources in ANWR. 

I applaud the House leadership for 
crafting a compromise, a balanced bill, 
one that I think every Member should 
seriously consider. 

After the recess, I am going to be dis-
cussing this issue at some length. I 
hope my colleagues will join me. We 
have heard from a few who say, we are 
going to filibuster this. You are going 
to filibuster an energy bill? Is that 
what you really want to do? Are you 
going to filibuster and in effect cause 
us to increase our dependence on im-
ported oil? Filibuster a bill that will 
provide more American jobs for Amer-
ican labor? I welcome that debate. 

It is amusing, and I am going to con-
clude on this note because I see the 
President pro tempore patiently wait-
ing, how things change in our media as 
they are exposed to the pressures from 
special interest groups. I am going to 
quote from the Chattanooga Free 
Press, June 3 of this year, an article 
done by Reed Irvine. He cites the issue 
of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, 
the issue of arsenic in the drinking 
water, the idea of trying to bring 
things into balance. He specifically 
takes on two of the major newspapers 
in this country, the Washington Post 
and the New York Times, by reminding 
us of their gross inconsistency. He 
states: 

In 1987, a Washington Post editorial de-
scribing ANWR as one of the ‘‘bleakest, most 
remote places on the continent’’ said, 
‘‘(T)here is hardly any other place where 
drilling would have less impact on sur-
rounding life . . . Congress would be right to 
go ahead and, with all the conditions and en-
vironmental precautions that apply in 
Prudhoe Bay, see what’s under the refuge’s 
tundra.’’ 

In 1988, a New York Times editorial said of 
the area, ‘‘(T)he potential is enormous and 
the environmental risks are modest . . . the 
likely value of the oil far exceeds plausible 
estimates of the environmental cost.’’ It con-
cluded, ‘‘(I)t is hard to see why absolutely 
pristine preservation of this remote wilder-
ness should take precedence over the na-
tion’s energy needs.’’ 

That was in 1988. We are importing 
right now close to 60 percent of the oil 
we consume. The article goes on to say: 

Since then our energy needs have become 
more pressing, but with new editorial page 
editors, both these papers are now singing a 
different tune about the ANWR. At the 
Times, editorial-page editor Howell Raines 
has dumbed-down the paper’s editorial pages 
and op-ed pages. A good example is an edi-
torial on drilling for oil in ANWR published 
last March. It said, ‘‘This page has addressed 
the folly of trespassing on a wondrous, wild-
life preserve for what, by official estimates, 

is likely to be a modest amount of economi-
cally recoverable oil.’’ 

What the Post had described as ‘‘one 
of the bleakest, most remote places on 
the continent’’ had somehow in the 
flick of a new editorial editor been 
transformed, in 14 years, to some won-
derful wildlife preserve. 

Having worked that miracle, Raines has 
been designated as the next executive editor 
of the paper. 

Over on the other side: 
Fred Hiatt, who succeeded Meg Greenfield 

as the editorial page editor of the Wash-
ington Post, effected a similar trans-
formation. Now a Post editorial describes 
that formerly remote, bleak wasteland as, ‘‘a 
unique ecological resource’’ and says that 
exploiting it ‘‘for more oil to feed more of 
the same old profligate habits would be to 
take the wrong first step.’’ The Post accused 
[those of us in this body who support this] of 
‘‘demagoguery.’’ 

How clever. 
I ask unanimous consent the article 

be printed in the RECORD. 
There being no objection, the article 

was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Chattanooga Times/Chattanooga 

Free Press, June 3, 2001] 
SHADY ENVIRONMENTALISM 

(By Reed Irvine) 
Environmentalists come in many shades of 

green, but a lot of them are just plain shady, 
ignoring science and common sense and 
jumping on the green bandwagon for par-
tisan political purposes. This is evident in 
the rush of people to bash the Bush environ-
mental initiatives. All of a sudden, thanks to 
a last minute move by Bill Clinton, count-
less Americans began quaking in their boots, 
having learned from the media that some-
thing very few of them had ever heard of be-
fore, arsenic in drinking water, might give 
them cancer. 

They were not told that this conclusion 
was based on studies in countries where the 
level of arsenic in drinking water is as much 
as 10 times higher that the 50 parts per bil-
lion maximum level permitted in the U.S. 
We have yet to see a study showing that can-
cers caused by arsenic are more prevalent in 
communities in this country where arsenic 
in drinking water is above average than in 
those communities where it is below aver-
age. We have seen a story in the New York 
Times reporting that arsenic is used at the 
Sloan Kettering Institute to cure a particu-
larly vicious type of leukemia. 

Even more than arsenic in drinking water, 
the proposed drilling for oil in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge has been used to bash 
President bush and Vice President Dick Che-
ney. Back in the 1980s. two of our most influ-
ential newspapers, the Washington Post and 
the New York Times, favored exploitation of 
the oil in this remote, inhospitable region of 
Alaska. 

In 1987, a Washington Post editorial de-
scribing this area as ‘‘one of the bleakest, 
most remote places on this continent’’ said, 
‘‘(T)here is hardly any other place where 
drilling would have less impact on the sur-
rounding life . . . Congress would be right to 
go ahead and, with all the conditions and en-
vironmental precautions that apply to 
Prudhoe Bay, see what’s under the refuge’s 
tundra.’’ 

In 1988, a New York times editorial said of 
this area, ‘‘(T)he potential is enormous and 
the environmental risks are modest . . . the 
likely value of the oil far exceeds plausible 
estimates of the environmental cost.’’ It con-
cluded ‘‘(I)t is hard to see why absolutely 
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pristine preservation of this remote wilder-
ness should take precedence over the na-
tion’s energy needs.’’ 

Since then our energy needs have become 
more pressing, but with new editorial-page 
editors, both of these papers are now singing 
a different tune about the ANWR. At the 
Times, editorial-page editor Howell Raines, 
has dumbed-down the paper’s editorial and 
op-ed pages. A good example is an editorial 
on drilling for oil in the ANWR published 
last March. It said, ‘‘This page has addressed 
the folly of trespassing on a wondrous wild-
life preserve for what, by official estimates, 
is likely to be a modest amount of economi-
cally recoverable oil.’’ What the Post had de-
scribed as ‘‘one of the bleakest, most remote 
places on this continent,’’ had been trans-
formed in 14 years to ‘‘a wondrous wildlife 
preserve.’’ Having worked that miracle, 
Raines has been designated as the next exec-
utive editor of the paper. 

Fred Hiatt, who succeeded Meg Greenfield 
as editorial-page editor of the Washington 
Post, effected a similar transformation. Now 
a Post editorial describes that formerly re-
mote, bleak wasteland as ‘‘a unique ecologi-
cal resource’’ and says that exploiting it ‘‘for 
more oil to feed more of the same old prof-
ligate habits would be to take the wrong step 
first.’’ The Post accused the Alaska senators 
who advocate drilling for oil in the ANWR of 
‘‘demagoguery.’’ 

Sen. Frank Murkowski sent a letter to the 
Post in which he pointed out that Alaska has 
125 million acres of national parks, preserves 
and wildlife refuges, of which 19 million 
acres are in the ANWR. Congress set aside 1.5 
million ANWR acres for possible oil and gas 
exploration. The Bush proposal is to permit 
drilling on about 2,000 acres, about one-hun-
dredth of 1 percent of the entire refuge. Sen. 
Murkowski concluded, ‘‘I suggest the dema-
goguery comes when you follow the extreme 
environmentalist line: 19 million acres for 
wildlife and pristine conditions and not even 
2,000 acres for energy security.’’ Energy secu-
rity is not a minor consideration. The U.S. 
imported 37 percent of its oil in the 1970s and 
57 percent today. It is said that ANWR could 
supply only enough oil to meet our needs for 
six months. That might be true if ANWR 
were our only source of oil. The U.S. Geo-
logical Survey estimates that there is 
enough oil there to replace our imports from 
Saudi Arabia for the next 20 to 30 years. Only 
a very shady environmentalist would shun 
that. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. My next effort 
after the recess will be to come back 
and discuss the energy situation. It is 
not a matter of pointing fingers. When 
we come back, I will say why we are fo-
cusing in on oil exploration as well. I 
am going to try to answer the question 
why is it safer and better to import our 
oil rather than drilling right here in 
America by providing the facts. We 
need to know what we have in America 
first. 

I am going to talk about how the ex-
perts estimate ANWR might only con-
tain a 6-month supply of oil, which is 
absolutely ridiculous because that 
would be true only if we produced no 
oil nor imported any into the United 
States for 6 months. ANWR has the po-
tential of equaling what we are cur-
rently importing from Saudi Arabia for 
a 30-year period of time. 

We are going to answer the question 
of whether we should focus more on 
conservation. I am going to answer 
that by saying we need a balance. 

I am going to answer the question of 
why it takes energy so long to turn it 
around once the shortage begins to be-
come noticed. 

I am going to talk about why we 
must act now because we are going to 
be held responsible if, indeed, we do not 
act now. 

Madam President, I thank the Presi-
dent pro tempore for his attention. I 
remind my colleague we have some 
heavy lifting to do because the Amer-
ican people are looking for action. 

We started in 1992. I was on the com-
mittee. Senator BENNETT JOHNSTON 
was chairman of that committee. We 
put out an energy bill from that com-
mittee. When it came to this floor, we 
gave away clean coal; we gave away 
nuclear; we gave away hydro; we gave 
away natural gas; we gave away oil; 
and we concentrated on alternatives 
and renewables. We expended $6 billion. 
That was a worthwhile effort. But we 
didn’t increase supply. 

This is a different year. The ‘‘perfect 
storm’’ has come together. Our natural 
gas prices have quadrupled. We haven’t 
built a new coal-fired plant in this Na-
tion since 1995. We haven’t done any-
thing with nuclear energy in a quarter 
of a century. We haven’t built a new re-
finery in 25 years. Now we suddenly 
find that we don’t have a distribution 
system for our electrical generation or 
our natural gas generation. We are con-
strained. It is affecting the economy. It 
is affecting jobs. It is going to get 
worse. The American people expect us 
to come back and do something about 
it. They will not stand for 
grandstanding. They will not stand for 
the status quo. They will not stand for 
the threat of filibusters. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, what is 

the time limit for Senators to speak? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-

utes. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent that I may speak using what-
ever time is necessary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ECONOMIC SLOWDOWN AND 
BUDGET SURPLUS REVISIONS 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, the 
Commerce Department reported last 
week, July 27, that the U.S. economy 
grew at an anemic 0.7 percent rate in 
the second quarter of this year, April 
1–June 30. This is the slowest growth 
rate in 8 years, and considerably lower 
than the 8.3 percent growth rate seen 
just 18 months ago. 

‘‘If you applied logic to the [eco-
nomic] news these days,’’ wrote Allan 
Sloan in the Washington Post on Tues-
day, July 31, ‘‘the logical conclusion 
would be that the economy has fallen 
off a cliff and is about to splatter all 
over the canyon floor and take us with 
it.’’ 

This week, July 30, the Wall Street 
Journal reported, ‘‘the economy has 
been pushed to the edge of a recession 
by a breathtaking decline in business 
investment.’’ In the second quarter, 
nonresidential investment tumbled at 
a 13.6 percent rate. Consumer spending, 
along with robust state and local gov-
ernment spending, is the only thing 
that prevented the economy from 
shrinking over the last three months. 

In an effort to stem the tide, the Fed-
eral Reserve has dramatically cut 
short-term interest rates by almost 3 
percentage points over the last 7 
months. These are the most aggressive 
rate reductions since the 1982 recession 
under President Reagan. 

Despite this negative economic news, 
the Administration remains resolutely 
optimistic about the economy’s future, 
pinning their hopes on the recently en-
acted tax cut. Treasury Secretary Paul 
O’Neill said last week, July 23, that the 
U.S. economy might grow by more 
than 3 percent next year. The Presi-
dent’s chief economic advisor, Larry 
Lindsey, in a speech before the Federal 
Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, re-
affirmed this optimistic outlook. 

What concerns me is the effect that 
these tax cuts have had on the econ-
omy so far. 

Despite the Fed’s efforts to cut short- 
term interest rates to simulate the 
sluggish economy, long-term interest 
rates have remained flat or have even 
risen since earlier this year. The inter-
est rate on the 10-year bond, for exam-
ple, increased from 4.75 percent in mid- 
March to just over 5.1 percent today, 
August 3. Long-term rates have limited 
efforts by the Fed to stimulate the 
economy. 

What’s keeping those rates from fall-
ing is the expectation by Wall Street 
that the recently enacted tax cut has 
seriously jeopardized our debt retire-
ment efforts. Fed Chairman Greenspan 
said last week, July 24, before the Sen-
ate Banking Committee that long-term 
rates are higher than expected because 
of Wall Street’s uncertainty about the 
size of the surpluses and how much 
debt the federal government will be 
able to retire. 

Just 4 months ago, the President sent 
his budget to Congress and projected a 
$125 billion non-Social Security surplus 
in the current fiscal year. Today, that 
surplus may have virtually dis-
appeared. Now you see it. Now you 
don’t see it. It did a Houdini on us. It 
virtually disappeared. 

The Treasury Department this week, 
July 30, announced its debt retirement 
plans for the next 3 months. Instead of 
retiring $57 billion in debt, as the 
Treasury had expected on April 30 be-
fore the tax cut was passed, the Treas-
ury now plans to borrow $51 billion. 
That’s a difference of $108 billion. 

In part, this quarter’s borrowing re-
sults from a bookkeeping gimmick in 
the tax cut bill and will be paid back 
next quarter. But, the fact remains 
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that interest rates are higher than nec-
essary because of Wall Street’s percep-
tion that our debt retirement efforts 
have been threatened in recent months. 

If the Federal Government fails to 
meet Wall Street’s expectation about 
debt retirement, and if surpluses do re-
peatedly come in below forecasts, in-
vestors will continue to drive up long- 
term interest rates, offsetting the lim-
ited stimulus that the tax cuts were 
supposed to provide, and further sti-
fling economic growth. 

Madam President, in his ‘‘Report on 
the Public Credit’’ to the House of Rep-
resentatives in January 1790, Alexander 
Hamilton—our Nation’s first Secretary 
of the Treasury and arguably our Na-
tion’s most gifted Secretary of the 
Treasury—wrote that ‘‘states, like in-
dividuals, who observe their engage-
ments are respected and trusted, while 
the reverse is the fate of those who 
pursue an opposite conduct.’’ 

When the administration makes false 
promises about a budget that can ade-
quately provide for the operations of 
Government and allow for a massive 
tax cut without disrupting debt retire-
ment efforts, and then does not deliver 
on those promises, that administration 
breaks faith with the American people 
and undermines trust in their govern-
ment. 

That is the message that the finan-
cial markets are sending to the Amer-
ican people. Fiscal responsibility is 
slipping. 

After 10 years of belt tightening and 
two deficit reduction packages—OBRA 
of 1990 and OBRA of 1993—signed into 
law by Republican and Democratic 
Presidents, this administration’s reli-
ance on 10-year projections and its dog-
ged determination to force a massive 
tax cut through the Congress has put 
this country in danger of falling back 
into the deficit dungeon. Will we never 
learn? 

The Senate Budget Committee— 
based on the administration’s own in-
formal estimates—projects that $17 bil-
lion in Medicare surpluses will be used 
in fiscal year 2001 to offset the loss of 
revenues from the tax cut recently en-
acted into law. What is worse is that, 
in fiscal year 2002, the Budget Com-
mittee estimates that the entire Medi-
care surplus and $4 billion of the Social 
Security surplus will have to be used to 
offset the loss in revenues from the tax 
cut. 

Meanwhile, this administration is 
trying to divert attention from its own 
complicity—divert attention from its 
own complicity, you see—in creating 
our current budgetary morass. Despite 
a tax cut that cost $74 billion in the 
current fiscal year, White House offi-
cials have routinely said that—aha— 
‘‘the real threat’’—they say down there 
at the other end of the avenue—‘‘the 
real threat’’—this is the White House 
now; the White House is talking—‘‘the 
real threat to the surpluses comes from 
spending (Fliescher, July 9).’’ 

Well, Madam President, I just have 
to ask, whose spending? Whose spend-

ing? The President, himself, requested 
the only appropriations spending bill 
that this Congress has passed for the 
current fiscal year. The Congress 
passed the supplemental appropriations 
bill at exactly the same level—exactly 
the same level—that was requested by 
the President—not one thin dime more 
did the Congress appropriate; not one 
thin dime more than the President re-
quested. So whose spending? The only 
other spending that has occurred so far 
is the spending caused by this year’s 
colossal tax cut. Remember, tax cuts 
spend money—your money—from the 
U.S. Treasury just like appropriation 
bills. 

Well, I already have the notice for 
my check. Here it is: ‘‘Notice of status 
and amount of immediate tax relief.’’ 
Here is what it says: ‘‘Dear taxpayer: 
We are pleased to inform you that the 
U.S. Congress passed, and President 
George W. Bush signed into law, the 
Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2001. As part of the 
immediate tax relief, you’’—me; ‘‘you’’ 
it says—‘‘will be receiving a check in 
the amount of $600 during the week of 
September 10, 2001.’’ 

That is spending. That says the 
Treasury is going to send me and my 
wife of 64 years $600. That is spending. 
Tax cuts have spent that surplus that 
we were talking about a few months 
back, and we have smashed the piggy 
bank to the tune of $74 billion in just 1 
year. That is just $74 for every minute 
since Jesus Christ was born. 

Moreover, it costs an additional $116 
million just to mail out the checks. 
Here is part of it. Here is part of the 
$600 million it cost to process and mail 
out the checks, and to tell taxpayers 
like ROBERT BYRD that he is going to 
get $600. Half of it will be his and half 
will be his wife’s. 

Now, as the fiscal outlook worsens, 
there are some who are running for 
cover or spinning the old blame game 
wheel as fast as it will go. In fact, I 
have noted media reports that some 
Senators are considering raising the 
old specter of a constitutional amend-
ment—aha, they are going to amend 
this Constitution now, they say, the 
Constitution which I hold in my hand— 
the old specter of a constitutional 
amendment that would require a bal-
anced budget. Talk about gimmicks. 
That one is the mother of all gim-
micks. Now because of this flashy tax 
cut—because of this flashy tax cut— 
and a sluggish economy, we are poised 
to spend the Medicare surpluses, dis-
rupt our debt retirement efforts, and 
dive right back into the deficit dol-
drums. The present course threatens to 
push the economy and the American 
people off a cliff into that old familiar 
sea of red ink. 

Look out below. 
The Congress had the opportunity 

earlier this year to pass a responsible 
budget—to exercise some restraint, to 
show some caution—before pressing 
ahead with a budget based on half- 
baked economic projections and polit-

ical promises that were made first in 
the New Hampshire snows of a cam-
paign year—last year, the year 2000. We 
could have afforded a smaller tax cut, 
we could have lived within our means 
while protecting Social Security and 
Medicare. 

That is your money. 
Madam President, in spite of the 

hand that was dealt to us, this Senate 
is trying to craft 13 responsible appro-
priations bills. The Senate Appropria-
tions Committee, on which I have sat 
now for 44 years, has successfully re-
ported out 9 of the 13 appropriations 
bills—Agriculture, Commerce-Justice- 
State, energy and water, foreign oper-
ations, Interior, legislative branch, 
Transportation, Treasury-General Gov-
ernment, and VA–HUD—and stayed 
within our 302(b) allocations. There 
you are. We have stayed within our 
302(b) allocation. In other words, we 
have not bust the budget. So don’t 
blame it on us. These are balanced and 
responsible bills. We have done our 
best. 

Unfortunately, the full Senate has 
not been able to act as quickly. 

To date, the President has not signed 
one—not one—of the 13 regular appro-
priations bills for the coming fiscal 
year into law—not one. 

The full Senate has passed only five 
appropriations bills so far, energy and 
water, Interior, legislative branch, 
Transportation, and VA–HUD—five of 
the nine that the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee has reported out. 
That means that when the Congress re-
turns from its summer recess, the Sen-
ate will have to pass eight appropria-
tions bills and all thirteen conference 
reports before the fiscal year ends on 
September 30. 

Earlier this year I was optimistic 
about the appropriations and budget 
process. Our new President was preach-
ing bipartisanship. We were being told 
that there would be a new spirit, a new 
spirit in Washington, a new tone, a new 
era, a new era of cooperation between 
Democrats and Republicans working 
together to address our nation’s chal-
lenges. What a pretty picture! Aha. 

When the President missed the dead-
line for submitting his budget to Con-
gress, we gave him the benefit of the 
doubt. We knew it takes a new admin-
istration time to get up and running. 
We all know that. The details of that 
budget were not sent to the Congress 
before Congress took up the budget res-
olution, although this Senator and oth-
ers asked for those details repeatedly. 
Yet, Congress passed the President’s 
plan. Cooperation ruled. 

When the President delayed sending 
us his Defense budget amendment until 
after his tax cut bill had been passed, 
Congress again gave him the benefit of 
the doubt. Congress was doing its part 
to encourage the new spirit, the new 
tone in Washington. A review of our 
national defense needs was underway, 
and it seemed logical that the adminis-
tration would need time to complete 
that review before requesting addi-
tional defense funds. 
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When Congress learned that the ad-

ministration’s Office of Management 
and Budget would miss the July 15 
statutory deadline for submitting its 
mid-session review to Congress, not 
much grumbling was heard in these 
quarters. It is not unprecedented for an 
administration to miss these budgetary 
deadlines, but it is also well to remem-
ber that these are statutory deadlines, 
not recommendations that the admin-
istration may choose to meet whenever 
it is convenient. 

Now in the final days before the Au-
gust recess, I have detected a distinct 
slowdown in the appropriations proc-
ess. 

With only 17 legislative days left be-
fore the start of the new fiscal year, we 
still have to pass eight appropriations 
bills, and we have not conferenced one 
single bill with the House. 

It is becoming clear that Congress is 
very likely to blow right by the Sep-
tember 30 deadline for passing 13 appro-
priations bills. I do not want to see the 
budgetary train wreck that we have 
sometimes witnessed in recent years. 
Senator TED STEVENS and I, and the 
other members of the Appropriations 
Committee—Republicans and Demo-
crats—have been working diligently to 
avoid just such an outcome. However, 
unless we change track soon, this train 
is heading straight for a thirteen car 
pile-up once again. 

I can see the sign. Just read it with 
me: ‘‘Danger, stop, look, listen: Omni-
bus Bill Ahead!’’ 

If that happens, much of the fiscal re-
straint that this Congress has mus-
tered is likely to be jettisoned. No mat-
ter how carefully Congress tries to 
craft disciplined, balanced spending 
bills, when it comes to the final hours 
before the end of the fiscal year, the 
pressure to bundle these spending bills 
has a way of melting all fiscal re-
straint. Both the Senate and the House 
need to redouble our efforts to pass 
these appropriations bills, get them to 
conference and send them to the White 
House before September 30. 

Let us work diligently instead of 
playing the blame game and letting the 
chips fall where they may. 

I hope the American people will not 
be misled by the fancy rhetoric that 
will certainly fill the political balloons 
over the coming weeks. You are going 
to heat lots of it. The tax cut and 
spending plan that were passed earlier 
this year were sheer madness. The po-
litical balloons may fill the air—even 
though we are past the fourth of July, 
the balloons are going up—but they 
cannot obscure the clear, plain fact of 
what has happened here. It is not tradi-
tional Congressional spending which 
has cut the surplus, headed us back to-
wards deficits, and threatened our ef-
forts to pay back the debt. 

Rather, a Republican-led Congress, at 
the prodding of the administration, 
took a gamble and played the odds that 
the shortfalls of a fiscally irresponsible 
tax cut could be held off for several 
years. Maybe we would be lucky. 

Maybe the gamble would work. But the 
chickens are coming home to roost 
much sooner, and lady luck seems to 
have taken a hike. 

In 1981, then-Senate Republican lead-
er Howard Baker called the Reagan 
tax-cut plan a ‘‘river boat gamble.’’ 
The country lost on that bet. Two dec-
ades later, we are only just beginning 
to recoup our losses. 

President Bush took another spin at 
the roulette wheel and he has wagered 
our economic prosperity and retire-
ment security that our budget will 
land in the black. It seems like nothing 
ever changes in this city. I have been 
here 49 years. Some things do change. 

The Senate will soon recess for the 
month of August, and, before we leave, 
it is important that the American peo-
ple understand that the wheel was 
rigged. The earnest claims of bipar-
tisan cooperation have vaporized like 
the smoke at the poker table. In this 
tax cut casino, the budget can only 
land on red. But, some of us knew that 
before we ever got into the game. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CORZINE). The majority leader. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, let 

me congratulate the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia, our chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, for 
his eloquence and for his wisdom. 

I share his view on the propriety of 
the tax cut. I share his pride in the ac-
tions taken by the Appropriations 
Committee in this body over the last 
several weeks as we have attempted to 
make up for lost time on the appropria-
tions process. 

We inherited a horrendous schedule. 
Slowly but surely we have been catch-
ing up. Were it not for his leadership 
and his absolute determination to get 
back on track, we could not have a full 
appreciation of how far we have come 
in the last couple of weeks. As he said, 
we have done it staying within the 
budget parameters outlined in the 
budget resolution. We have not broken 
the caps, once again demonstrating the 
fiscal discipline so critical when we 
began this process several months ago. 

We will continue our work when we 
return. I commend the Senator for his 
comments today, as well as for his 
work throughout the last several 
weeks in reaching this point. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the majority leader for his tenacity, 
his determination, and his desire to 
pass all nine of the appropriations bills 
which have been reported from the Ap-
propriations Committee before the Au-
gust recess. 

Our committee, Democrats and Re-
publicans, have worked together to re-
port these bills. It is a committee sui 
generis, one of a kind. The Democrats 
and the Republicans on that committee 
work together. There is no hemming 
and hawing. We work until we get the 
work done. 

The leader said he wanted those bills 
out of the committee. They are out of 
the committee. They are on the cal-
endar. He wanted to act on them in the 
Senate before the August break. 

The Senate appointed conferees on at 
least three of the appropriations bills. I 
see three on the calendar. Three bills 
in conference, three appropriations 
bills with the Senate conferees ap-
pointed but there are no House con-
ferees appointed, which concerns me. 

I hope when we return from the Au-
gust recess the other body will appoint 
its conferees, and we can join with our 
House counterparts on these con-
ference reports and report them back 
to the Senate at good speed. 

I have been in consultation with the 
chairman of the House Appropriations 
Committee and with the subcommittee 
chairman on the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Interior, and others. 
They assure me they will move rapidly 
when we do return, but in the mean-
time our staffs can be doing some of 
the preliminary work which will make 
it much easier for our conferees to do 
their work speedily upon our return. 

I thank the majority leader. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 

thank the chairman and share his con-
cern for the fact we have not yet 
named conferees on the House side. We 
are ready to go to work, and we could 
have accomplished a good deal in the 
last several weeks were it not for the 
fact we are unable to go to conference 
until our House counterparts are pre-
pared to work with us. 

I am hopeful when we come back we 
can make up for lost time because 
there certainly has been a great deal of 
lost time today. 

NOMINATIONS 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed to executive session. 

I stand corrected. Mr. President, I 
understand our Republican colleagues 
are not yet prepared to move to execu-
tive session. I will simply say we are 
prepared to move 58 additional nomi-
nees today. That is in addition to the 
30 we have already done this week, 
making a total of 88 nominations we 
will have done should our Republican 
colleagues allow us to move forward 
with the unanimous consent request. 

That means since July 9, which is the 
first business day following the com-
pletion of the organizing resolution, we 
will have completed 168 nominations. 
That is some record. 

As I said all along, we want to be 
fair. We want to be responsive. We rec-
ognize many of these people need to 
know the outcome of their nominating 
process. Unlike so many occasions over 
the last 6 years, we are desirous of 
treating all nominees fairly and mov-
ing as quickly as we can. Until our Re-
publican colleagues are prepared to 
provide us with the ability to move for-
ward on this unanimous consent re-
quest, I will withhold the request. 

I yield the floor. 
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U.S. PARTICIPATION IN GLOBAL 

CLIMATE CHANGE RESPONSE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, last week, 

178 countries reached an agreement in 
Bonn, Germany, on implementation of 
the Kyoto Protocol. While this agree-
ment does not settle all the details of 
how a ratified protocol might work, 
nearly all the signatories to that trea-
ty hailed last week’s agreement as a 
step forward in the worldwide response 
to global climate change. 

I am disappointed, however, that the 
United States remained on the side-
lines of this latest round of negotia-
tions. I urged the Bush administration 
not to abandon the negotiation proc-
ess. I think that we have seen, in last 
week’s agreement, proof that the rest 
of the world will not sit idly by and 
wait for the United States. Perhaps 
this is a good lesson for the adminis-
tration to learn. America must make 
an effort, in concert with both indus-
trialized and developing countries, to 
address the real and serious problem of 
global climate change. 

While I believe that the United 
States must remain engaged in multi-
lateral talks to address the ever-in-
creasing amounts of greenhouse gases 
that are emitted into our atmosphere, 
this does not mean that we should sim-
ply sign up to any agreement that may 
come down the road. The Senate has 
been very clear on the conditions under 
which a treaty on climate change may 
be ratified. 

Developing countries must also be in-
cluded in a binding framework to limit 
their future emissions of greenhouse 
gases. It makes no difference if a 
greenhouse gas is released from a fac-
tory in the United States or a factory 
in China; the global effect is the same. 
Quizzically, the Kyoto Protocol, as now 
written, does make such distinctions. 
It ignores scientific knowledge about 
the global nature of the problem. 

The question of developing country 
participation was not addressed at the 
conference in Bonn. Without the 
United States’ full engagement in the 
talks, there is no other country that 
can raise this issue and stand a chance 
of success. This is not meant to dispar-
age the herculean efforts of some of our 
closest allies to improve the technical 
aspects of last week’s agreement. Some 
of our allies made substantial contribu-
tions to the agreement on technical 
issues such as allowing the use of for-
ests to absorb carbon dioxide, which is 
a greenhouse gas, and attempting to 
improve the compliance mechanisms of 
the treaty. Those allies should be ap-
plauded for their efforts to craft an 
agreement that does not preclude the 
United States from participating in fu-
ture talks, but even our allies would 
agree that the United States must re-
turn to the table. 

Despite the shortcomings in the 
agreement reached at Bonn, I see a 
window of opportunity for the United 
States to rejoin the multilateral talks 
on the Kyoto Protocol. It is a small 
window, and it is closing, but it is a 

window nonetheless. In October 2001, 
the next round of negotiations on cli-
mate change will begin in Marrakesh, 
Morocco. If the administration were to 
formulate a new, comprehensive, mul-
tilateral plan to address climate 
change before that conference, I be-
lieve there would be several factors 
working in our favor. 

The world agrees that any treaty on 
climate change will be of limited use 
unless the United States is a full par-
ticipant, because we are, for now, the 
largest emitter of greenhouse gases. 
Developing countries know that we 
will be the source of much of the new 
technology that will allow them to use 
cleaner, more efficient forms of energy. 
The United States also has much to 
gain by working with other countries 
to secure ‘‘emission credits’’ that will 
help us to reduce our greenhouse gas 
emissions in a manner that lessens the 
impact on our economy. Other coun-
tries recognize these facts, and many 
may be willing to hear a bold, new pro-
posal from the United States that may 
facilitate our return to an improved 
version of the Kyoto Protocol. 

Make no doubt about it, if the United 
States does return to negotiating on 
the Kyoto Protocol, progress will not 
come easy. But in some respects, our 
role as an international leader is at 
stake. In Bonn, by remaining on the 
sidelines during the negotiation, the 
United States ceded its leadership be-
cause of a hasty declaration that the 
Protocol was, in the words of the Presi-
dent, ‘‘fatally flawed.’’ I continue to 
urge President Bush to demonstrate 
the indispensability of our leadership 
in the world by rejoining the negotia-
tions on global climate change, and di-
recting those negotiations toward a so-
lution that encourages developing 
country participation and protects the 
health of our economy. 

I note that my colleagues on the 
Committee on Foreign Relations also 
recognize the importance of remaining 
engaged in these discussions. On 
Wednesday, that committee accepted, 
by a unanimous vote, an amendment to 
the State Department authorization 
bill that expounds upon the Senate’s 
position on climate change. Sponsored 
by Senator KERRY, this amendment ex-
presses the sense of the Congress that 
the United States must address climate 
change both domestically and inter-
nationally, and supports the objective 
of our participation in a revised Kyoto 
Protocol or other, future binding cli-
mate change agreement, that includes 
developing country participation and 
protects our economy. It is a wise and 
well-crafted statement, which I support 
fully. 

Formulating an international re-
sponse to climate change is an ambi-
tious goal. It is a challenge to which 
the United States must rise. I hope 
that when Congress returns to session 
in September, the President will have 
made the decision that our country 
must be a full participant in inter-
national talks on the Kyoto Protocol, 

and that he will have made progress in 
developing specific proposals to im-
prove a multilateral treaty on climate 
change. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
f 

EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have been 
very concerned for several months 
about the Senate not taking action on 
the Export Administration Act. It is so 
important to this country that we keep 
up with the technology that is avail-
able and sell it overseas. 

I called the President’s Chief of Staff 
yesterday and said it appeared the 
House was not going to act on the bill. 
They had simply given us an extension 
until November. That really does not 
help very much. So I asked the Presi-
dent’s Chief of Staff, Andrew Card, if 
we can get a letter from the President 
indicating how important this was and 
that he would use whatever Executive 
powers he had at his control during 
this period of time when we are in a 
situation where companies cannot sell 
what they need to sell, and the Presi-
dent fulfilled that responsibility. I ap-
preciate it very much. 

Condoleezza Rice said among other 
things: 

I am pleased that the Senate plans to take 
up S. 149 on September 4, 2001. Because the 
current Export Administration Act will ex-
pire on August 20, 2001, the President is pre-
pared to use the authorities provided him 
under the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act to extend the existing 
dual-use export control program. As you 
know, IEEPA authority has previously been 
used to administer our export control pro-
grams. Since a new EAA will provide us the 
strongest authority to administer dual-use 
export controls, particularly as related to 
enforcement, penalties for export control 
violations, and the protection of business 
propriety information, we support swift en-
actment of S. 149. 

Mr. President, this statement says a 
great deal. As I indicated, I am very 
appreciative. 

To maintain America’s technology 
superiority, the United States must 
modernize outdated export controls on 
information products and technology. 
Reform of the export control system is 
critical because restricting access to 
computing power is not feasible and no 
longer serves the national interest. It 
needlessly undermines technological 
preeminence of America’s information 
technology industry without accom-
plishing any significant national secu-
rity objective. 

The continued use of MTOPS, a 
standard design by the United States 
Government to regulate the export of 
information technology is outdated 
given today’s technological and eco-
nomic realities and the global econ-
omy. 

Under current law, the President of 
the United States is required to use an 
antiquated metric, called MTOPS, 
which means millions of theoretical 
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operations per second, to measure com-
puter performance and set export con-
trol thresholds based on country tiers. 
This is the intelligence information we 
have in various countries. 

The conclusion could not be clearer. 
MTOPS are increasingly useless as a 
measure of performance. MTOPS can-
not accurately measure performance of 
current microprocessors or alternative 
supercomputing sources clustering. 
This makes MTOPS-based hardware 
controls irrelevant. The best choice is 
to eliminate MTOPS. 

Eliminating MTOPS will ensure 
America’s continued prosperity and se-
curity in the networked world. It will 
ensure Government policies that pro-
mote U.S. global economic, techno-
logical, and military leadership. 

Eliminating MTOPS will remove un-
necessary and unproductive layer of 
regulation that no longer serves a 
meaningful national security purpose 
and will help level the playing field for 
American companies that compete in 
the global economy. 

President Bush, the Department of 
Defense, the General Accounting Of-
fice, and the Defense Science Board all 
recently concluded that MTOPS is an 
‘‘outdated and invalid’’ metric and that 
the current system is simply ineffec-
tive. Repeal of NDAA language would 
give the President the flexibility to de-
velop a more modern, effective system. 

This is a bill good for America, and 
when we come back, I will urge my col-
leagues to quickly move this legisla-
tion. 

I again express my appreciation to 
the President of the United States and 
his Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice 
for giving us this information. We will, 
with their approval, move on this legis-
lation as soon as we get back. 

This letter was sent to the majority 
leader, Senator DASCHLE. I ask unani-
mous consent it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, August 2, 2001. 

Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. LEADER: Thank you for your ef-
forts to advance the Senate’s consideration 
of S. 149, the Export Administration Act of 
2001. This bill has the Administration’s 
strong support. 

I am pleased that the Senate plans to take 
up S. 149 on September 4, 2001. Because the 
current Export Administration Act (EAA) 
will expire on August 20, 2001, the President 
is prepared to use the authorities provided to 
him under the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act (IEEPA) to extend the ex-
isting dual-use export control program. As 
you know, IEEPA authority has previously 
been used to administer our export control 
programs. Since a new EAA will provide us 
the strongest authority to administer dual- 
use export controls, particularly as related 
to enforcement, penalties for export control 
violations, and the protection of business 
proprietary information, we support swift 
enactment of S. 149. 

I look forward to continuing to work with 
you on these important national security 
issues. 

Sincerely, 
CONDOLEEZZA RICE, 

Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST— 
EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as if in ex-
ecutive session, I ask unanimous con-
sent all nominations received by the 
Senate during the 107th Congress, ex-
cept numbers PN 386 and PN 630, re-
main in status quo, notwithstanding 
the August 3, 2001, adjournment of the 
Senate, and the provisions of rule 31, 
paragraph 6 of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate. 

Mr. LOTT. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, it is my under-
standing if this consent were granted 
on the two nominations, the two cited 
as PN 386 and PN 630, they would be re-
turned to the White House. However, 
the White House could immediately re-
submit the names. Therefore, I modify 
the request, or ask to modify the re-
quest so that all nominations remain 
in status quo during the adjournment 
of the Senate. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I reserve 
the right to object to that. I simply say 
Mary Gall had a hearing and she was 
not reported out of the committee. In 
fact, the committee acted affirma-
tively not to report that to the Senate. 
I say that Otto Reich as the Assistant 
Secretary of State—there have been a 
number of Senators who raised ques-
tions about that. If the President feels 
strongly about Otto Reich, during this 
period of time we are gone, he has the 
absolute authority to send that name 
back to us. I think that would be an ap-
propriate way to proceed. 

Therefore, I object to the modified 
request of the minority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Therefore, I object to the 
original request by the distinguished 
assistant majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I respect 
very much, of course, the decision 
made by the minority leader. I just dis-
agree with him. It seems to me it is 
going to unnecessarily create a lot of 
work for a lot of people. Sending those 
two names back—if the President wish-
es to resubmit them, he can do that, 
but there is no need to belabor that 
any further today. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could 
be recognized just to respond briefly, I 

understand what the Senator from Ne-
vada is saying. We discussed it. 

We believe Mary Sheila Gall’s nomi-
nation to be Chairman of the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission was treat-
ed very badly and very shabbily in 
terms of the things that were said 
about her and the vote that occurred. I 
am sure there will be those who make 
the argument on the other side. 

With regard to Otto Reich to be As-
sistant Secretary of State, he has not 
had a hearing. We believe it is unfair to 
single him out and send back just one 
nominee at this time. 

My understanding is over the past 
several years, during the 5 years I was 
majority leader, in every year but one 
we sent back no nominees. In 1999, we 
did actually send back nine. To isolate 
it down to one or two this early in the 
session, we believe, is a problem. We 
realize it is a ministerial process now. 
They will all be sent down and all will 
be bundled up and sent back, but it 
does highlight our concern about the 
way these two nominees are being 
treated. 

I understand what Senator REID was 
saying. We have taken that action, 
right or wrong. Now we can move on. 

Mr. REID. I just say to the distin-
guished Republican leader, I had a 
meeting in my office yesterday on Otto 
Reich. Some of my friends came to 
speak to me very favorably about Otto 
Reich. 

I think the decision may focus more 
attention on it than if the President 
simply resubmitted the name, but as I 
said earlier, time will only tell if he 
will resubmit the name. I am sure he 
will resubmit the names of all the oth-
ers. It just creates a lot of paperwork 
for a lot of people. 

Mr. LOTT. If the Senator will just 
yield on one point, I thank the Senator 
for nominations we are going to be able 
to move now. A lot of work has been 
done to get this list cleared. You have 
given a lot of time to it, as has Senator 
NICKLES. I just wanted to thank you in 
advance for the work that has been 
done. 

Mr. REID. Of course, nothing would 
be done but for the two leaders. Sen-
ator NICKLES and I were given an as-
signment to do what we could to clear 
these names. He came to me yesterday 
and he said, since you have been given 
this job, I have been able to clear 
three. He said prior to my getting in-
volved he cleared 58 or so. For Senator 
NICKLES and me, this makes us look 
good also. But these names could not 
have been cleared but for the work of 
our two leaders. 

The nominations returned are as fol-
lows: 

NOMINATIONS RETURNED 
The following nominations were returned 

to the President of the United States pursu-
ant to Rule XXXI, paragraph 6 of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate on Friday, August 3, 
2001. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
PN336 Department of Agriculture. Thom-

as C. Dorr, of Iowa, to be Under Secretary of 
Agriculture for Rural Development. 
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PN551 Department of Agriculture. Hilda 

Gay Legg, of Kentucky, to be Administrator, 
Rural Utilities Service, Department of Agri-
culture. 

PN552 Department of Agriculture. Mark 
Edward Rey, of the District of Columbia, to 
be Under Secretary of Agriculture for Nat-
ural Resources and Environment. 

PN613 Department of Agriculture. Thom-
as C. Dorr, of Iowa, to be a Member of the 
Board of Directors of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. 

PN618 Department of Agriculture. Mark 
Edward Rey, of the District of Columbia, to 
be a Member of the Board of Directors of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

PN714 Farm Credit Administration. Grace 
Trujillo Daniel, of California, to be a Mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Federal 
Agricultural Mortgage Corporation. 

PN715 Farm Credit Administration. Fred 
L. Dailey, of Ohio, to be a Member of the 
Board of Directors of the Federal Agricul-
tural Mortgage Corporation. 

PN783 Department of Agriculture. Elsa A. 
Murano, of Texas, to be Under Secretary of 
Agriculture for Food Safety. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
PN541 Department of Defense. Joseph E. 

Schmitz, of Maryland, to be Inspector Gen-
eral, Department of Defense. 

PN675 Department of Energy. Linton F. 
Brooks, of Virginia, to be Deputy Adminis-
trator for Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation, 
National Nuclear Security Administration. 

PN713 Department of Defense. Marvin R. 
Sambur, of Indiana, to be an Assistant Sec-
retary of the Air Force. 

BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN AFFAIRS 
PN440 Export-Import Bank of the United 

States. Eduardo Aguirre, Jr., of Texas, to be 
First Vice President of the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States for a term expir-
ing January 20, 2005. 

PN682 Department of the Treasury. 
James Gilleran, of California, to be Director 
of the Office of Thrift Supervision for the re-
mainder of the term expiring October 23, 
2002. 

PN683 Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. Kenneth M. Donohue, Sr., of 
Virgina, to be Inspector General, Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development. 

PN766 Federal Reserve System. Mark W. 
Olson, of Minnesota, to be a Member of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System for the unexpired term of fourteen 
years from February 1, 1996. 

PN787 Federal Reserve System. Susan 
Schmidt Bies, of Tennessee, to be a Member 
of the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System for a term of fourteen years 
from February 1, 1998. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION. 

PN386 Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion. Mary Sheila Gall, of Virginia, to be 
Chairman of the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission. 

PN491 Ellen G. Engleman, of Indiana, to 
be Administrator of the Research and Spe-
cial Programs Administration, Department 
of Transportation, vice Kelley S. Coyner, re-
signed. 

PN504 Kirk Van Tine, of Virginia, to be 
General Counsel of the Department of Trans-
portation, vice Nancy E. McFadden. 

PN586 National Transportation Safety 
Board. Marion Blakey, of Mississippi, to be 
Chairman of the National Transportation 
Safety Board for a term of two years. 

PN587 National Transportation Safety 
Board. Marion Blakey, of Mississippi, to be a 
Member of the National Transportation 
Safety Board for a term expiring December 
31, 2005. 

PN780 Department of Transportation. Jo-
seph M. Clapp, of North Carolina, to be Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

PN665 Department of the Interior. Jeffrey 
D. Jarrett, of Pennsylvania, to be Director of 
the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement. 

ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS 
PN543 Department of Defense. Michael 

Parker, of Mississippi, to be an Assistant 
Secretary of the Army. 

PN577 Donald R. Schregardus, of Ohio, to 
be an Assistant Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, vice Steven 
Alan Herman, resigned. 

PN659 Mississippi River Commission. 
Brigadier General Edwin J. Arnold, Jr., 
United States Army, to be a Member and 
President of the Mississippi River Commis-
sion, under the provisions of Section 2 of an 
Act of Congress, approved June 1879 (21 Stat. 
37) (33 USC 642). 

PN660 Mississippi River Commission. 
Brigadier General Carl A. Strock, United 
States Army, to be a Member of the Mis-
sissippi River Commission, under the provi-
sions of Section 2 of an Act of Congress, ap-
proved 28 June 1879 (21 Stat. 37) (22 USC 642). 

PN684 Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Nils J. Diaz, of Florida, to be a Member of 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for the 
term of five years expiring June 30, 2006. 

PN685 Environmental Protection Agency. 
Marianne Lamont Horinko, of Virginia, to be 
Assistant Administrator, Office of Solid 
Waste, Environmental Protection Agency. 

PN686 Delta Regional Authority. P. H. 
Johnson, of Mississippi, to be Federal Co-
chairperson, Delta Regional Authority. 

PN716 Department of Transportation. 
Mary E. Peters, of Arizona, to be Adminis-
trator of the Federal Highway Administra-
tion. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
PN443 Department of Health and Human 

Services. Janet Hale, of Virginia, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

PN568 Department of the Treasury. Rob-
ert C. Bonner, of California, to be Commis-
sioner of Customs. 

PN643 Social Security Administration. Jo 
Anne Barnhart, of Delaware, to be Commis-
sioner of Social Security for the term expir-
ing January 19, 2007. 

PN785 Department of the Treasury. B. 
John Williams, Jr., of Virginia, to be Chief 
Counsel for the Internal Revenue Service and 
an Assistant General Counsel in the Depart-
ment of the Treasury. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
PN414 Department of State. John D. 

Negroponte, of the District of Columbia, to 
be a Representative of the United States of 
America to the Sessions of the General As-
sembly of the United Nations during his ten-
ure of service as Representative of the 
United States of America to the United Na-
tions. 

PN415 Department of State. John D. 
Negroponte, of the District of Columbia, to 
be the Representative of the United States of 
America to the United Nations, with the 
rank and status of Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary, and the Rep-
resentative of the United States of America 
in the Security Council of the United Na-
tions. 

PN426 Department of State. George L. 
Argyros, Sr., of California, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Spain, and to 
serve concurrently and without additional 

compensation as Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Andorra. 

PN589 Department of State. Charlotte L. 
Beers, of Texas, to be Under Secretary of 
State for Public Diplomacy. 

PN590 International Joint Commission, 
United States and Canada. Dennis L. 
Schornack, of Michigan, to be Commissioner 
on the part of the United States on the Inter-
national Joint Commission, United States 
and Canada. 

PN602 Department of State. J. Richard 
Blankenship, of Florida, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Common-
wealth of The Bahamas. 

PN626 Department of State. Hans H. 
Hertell, of Puerto Rico, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Dominican 
Republic. 

PN630 Department of State. Otto J. 
Reich, of Virginia, to be an Assistant Sec-
retary of State (Western Hemisphere Af-
fairs). 

PN676 Department of State. Ronald E. 
Neumann, of Virginia, a Career Member of 
the Senior Foreign Service, Class of Min-
ister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the State of Bahrain. 

PN679 Department of State. Patricia de 
Stacy Harrison, of Virginia, to be an Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Educational and Cul-
tural Affairs). 

PN687 Department of State. Joseph M. 
DeThomas, of Pennsylvania, a Career Mem-
ber of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of 
Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Estonia. 

PN688 Department of State. Patrick 
Francis Kennedy, of Illinois, a Career Mem-
ber of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of 
Career Minister, to be Representative of the 
United States of America to the United Na-
tions for the U.N. Management and Reform, 
with the rank of Ambassador. 

PN689 Department of State. Michael E. 
Malinowski, of the District of Columbia, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv-
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the King-
dom of Nepal. 

PN690 Department of State. Arlene 
Render, of Virginia, a Career Member of the 
Senior Foreign Service, Class of Minister- 
Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of Cote d’Ivoire. 

PN693 Department of State. John F. Tur-
ner, of Wyoming, to be Assistant Secretary 
of State for Oceans and International Envi-
ronmental and Scientific Affairs. 

PN695 Department of State. John N. 
Palmer, of Mississippi, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Portugal. 

PN696 Department of State. Bonnie 
McElveen-Hunter, of North Carolina, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Republic of Finland. 

PN697 Department of State. Brian E. 
Carlson, of Virginia, a Career Member of the 
Senior Foreign Service, Class of Career Min-
ister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of Latvia. 

PN698 Department of State. Mattie R. 
Sharpless, of North Carolina, a Career Mem-
ber of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of 
Career Minister, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
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States of America to the Central African Re-
public. 

PN699 Department of State. R. Barrie 
Walkley, of California, a Career Member of 
the Senior Foreign Service, Class of Min-
ister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of Guinea. 

PN718 United States Agency for Inter-
national Development. Kent R. Hill, of Mas-
sachusetts, to be an Assistant Administrator 
of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development. 

PN719 Department of State. John J. 
Danilovich, of California, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Costa Rica. 

PN767 Department of State. Jackson 
McDonald, of Florida, a Career Member of 
the Senior Foreign Service, Class of Coun-
selor, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of The Gambia. 

PN768 Department of State. John Mal-
colm Ordway, of California, a Career Member 
of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of Min-
ister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of Arme-
nia. 

PN784 Department of State. Marcelle M. 
Wahba, of California, a Career Member of the 
Senior Foreign Service, Class of Minister- 
Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the United Arab Emirates. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
PN470 The Judiciary. Odessa F. Vincent, of 

the District of Columbia, to be an Associate 
Judge of the Superior Court of the District 
of Columbia for the term of fifteen years. 

PN769 Special Panel on Appeals. John L. 
Howard, of Illinois, to be Chairman of the 
Special Panel on Appeals for a term of six 
years. 

HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, AND PENSIONS 
PN351 Department of Education. Brian 

Jones, of California, to be General Counsel, 
Department of Education. 

PN353 Department of Labor. Eugene 
Scalia, of Virginia, to be Solicitor for the 
Department of Labor. 

PN405 Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission. Cari M. Dominguez, of Mary-
land, to be a Member of the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission for a term ex-
piring July 1, 2001. 

PN608 Department of Health and Human 
Services. Joan E. Ohl, of West Virginia, to be 
Commissioner on Children, Youth, and Fami-
lies, Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices. 

PN692 National Foundation On the Arts 
and the Humanities. Bruce Cole, of Indiana, 
to be Chairperson of the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities for a term of four 
years. 

PN720 Corporation For National and Com-
munity Service. Leslie Lenkowsky, of Indi-
ana, to be Chief Executive Officer for the 
Corporation for National and Community 
Service. 

PN776 Department of Labor. Frederico 
Juarbe, Jr., of Virginia, to be Assistant Sec-
retary of Labor for Veterans’ Employment 
and Training. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
PN325 Department of Justice. John W. 

Gillis, of California, to be Director of the Of-
fice for Victims of Crime. 

PN393 The Judiciary. Barrington D. 
Parker, Jr., of Connecticut, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Second Circuit. 

PN394 The Judiciary. Terrence W. Boyle, 
of North Carolina, to be United States Cir-
cuit Judge for the Fourth Circuit. 

PN395 The Judiciary. Dennis W. Shedd, of 
South Carolina, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Fourth Circuit. 

PN396 The Judiciary. Edith Brown Clem-
ent, of Louisiana, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Fifth Circuit. 

PN397 The Judiciary. Priscilla Richman 
Owen, of Texas, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Fifth Circuit. 

PN398 The Judiciary. Deborah L. Cook, of 
Ohio, to be United States Circuit Judge for 
the Sixth Circuit. 

PN399 The Judiciary. Jeffrey S. Sutton, 
of Ohio, to be United States Circuit Judge 
for the Sixth Circuit. 

PN400 The Judiciary. Michael W. McCon-
nell, of Utah, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Tenth Circuit. 

PN401 The Judiciary. Miguel A. Estrada, 
of Virginia, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the District of Columbia Circuit. 

PN403 The Judiciary. John G. Roberts, 
Jr., of Maryland, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the District of Columbia Circuit. 

PN432 The Judiciary. Sharon Prost, of the 
District of Columbia, to be United States 
Circuit Judge for the Federal Circuit. 

PN448 Department of Justice. Thomas L. 
Sansonetti, of Wyoming, to be an Assistant 
Attorney General. 

PN449 The Judiciary. Lavenski R. Smith, 
of Arkansas, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Eighth Circuit. 

PN457 Department of Justice. J. Robert 
Flores, of Virginia, to be Administrator of 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention. 

PN463 Department of Commerce. James 
Edward Rogan, of California, to be Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Intellectual 
Property and Director of the United States 
Patent and Trademark Office. 

PN471 The Judiciary. Charles W. Pick-
ering, Sr., of Mississippi, to be United States 
Circuit Judge for the Fifth Circuit. 

PN472 The Judiciary. Timothy M. 
Tymkovich, of Colorado, to be United States 
Circuit Judge for the Tenth Circuit. 

PN482 Department of Justice. Deborah J. 
Daniels, of Indiana, to be an Assistant Attor-
ney General. 

PN483 Department of Justice. Richard R. 
Nedelkoff, of Texas, to be Director of the Bu-
reau of Justice Assistance. 

PN484 Executive Office of the President. 
John P. Walters, of Michigan, to be Director 
of National Drug Control Policy. 

PN535 The Judiciary. Terry L. Wooten, of 
South Carolina, to be United States District 
Judge for the District of South Carolina. 

PN545 The Judiciary. Laurie Smith Camp, 
of Nebraska, to be United States District 
Judge for the District of Nebraska. 

PN546 The Judiciary. Paul G. Cassell, of 
Utah, to be United States District Judge for 
the District of Utah. 

PN547 Department of Judiciary. Sharee 
M. Freeman, of Virginia, to be Director, 
Community Relations Service, for a term of 
four years. 

PN548 The Judiciary. John D. Bates, of 
Maryland, to be United States District Judge 
for the District of Columbia. 

PN549 The Judiciary. Reggie B. Walton, 
of the District of Columbia, to be United 
States District Judge for the District of Co-
lumbia. 

PN557 The Judiciary. Harris L. Hartz, of 
New Mexico, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Tenth Circuit. 

PN558 The Judiciary. Mary Ellen Coster 
Williams, of Maryland, to be a Judge of the 
United States Court of Federal Claims for a 
term of fifteen years. 

PN563 The Judiciary. Richard R. Clifton, 
of Hawaii, to be United States Circuit Judge 
for the Ninth Circuit. 

PN564 The Judiciary. Carolyn B. Kuhl, of 
California, to be United States Circuit Judge 
for the Ninth Circuit. 

PN609 The Judiciary. James E. Gritzner, 
of Iowa, to be United States District Judge 
for the Southern District of Iowa. 

PN610 The Judiciary. Michael J. Melloy, 
of Iowa, to be United States Circuit Judge 
for the Eighth Circuit. 

PN611 The Judiciary. Michael P. Mills, of 
Mississippi, to be United States District 
Judge for the Northern District of Mis-
sissippi. 

PN629 Department of Justice. Mauricio J. 
Tamargo, of Florida, to be Chairman of the 
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission of 
the United States for a term expiring Sep-
tember 30, 2003. 

PN700 Department of Justice. John W. 
Suthers, of Colorado, to be United States At-
torney for the District of Colorado for the 
term of four years. 

PN701 Department of Justice. Anna Mills 
S. Wagoner, of North Carolina, to be United 
States Attorney for the Middle District of 
North Carolina for the term of four years. 

PN702 Department of Justice. Thomas E. 
Moss, of Idaho, to be United States Attorney 
for the District of Idaho for the term of four 
years. 

PN703 Department of Justice. William 
Walter Mercer, of Montana, to be United 
States Attorney for the District of Montana 
for the term of four years. 

PN704 Department of Justice. Michael G. 
Heavican, of Nebraska, to be United States 
Attorney for the District of Nebraska for the 
term of four years. 

PN705 Department of Justice. Todd Peter-
son Graves, of Missouri, to be United States 
Attorney for the Western District of Mis-
souri for the term of four years. 

PN706 Department of Justice. John L. 
Brownlee, of Virginia, to be United States 
Attorney for the Western District of Virginia 
for the term of four years. 

PN707 Department of Justice. Paul K. 
Charlton, of Arizona, to be United States At-
torney for the District of Arizona for the 
term of four years. 

PN717 Department of Justice. Cranston J. 
Mitchell, of Missouri, to be a Commissioner 
of the United States Parole Commission for 
a term of six years. 

PN721 Department of Justice. Edward F. 
Reilly, of Kansas, to be a Commissioner of 
the United States Parole Commission for a 
term of six years. 

PN722 Department of Justice. Marie F. 
Ragghianti, of Maryland, to be a Commis-
sioner of the United States Parole Commis-
sion for a term of six years. 

PN723 Department of Justice. Gilbert G. 
Gallegos, of New Mexico, to be a Commis-
sioner of the United States Parole Commis-
sion for a term of six years. 

PN724 Department of Justice. J. Strom 
Thurmond, Jr., of South Carolina, to be the 
United States Attorney for the District of 
South Carolina for the term of four years. 

PN725 The Judiciary. Charles F. Lettow, 
of Virginia, to be a Judge of the United 
States Court of Federal Claims for a term of 
fifteen years. 

PN726 The Judiciary. Marian Blank Horn, 
of Maryland, to be a Judge of the United 
States Court of Federal Claims for a term of 
fifteen years. 

PN727 Department of Justice. Michael W. 
Mosman, of Oregon, to be United States At-
torney for the District of Oregon for the 
term of four years. 

PN728 Department of Justice. Paul J. 
McNulty, of Virginia, to be United States 
Attorney for the Eastern District of Virginia 
for the term of four years. 

PN729 Department of Justice. Robert Gar-
ner McCampbell, of Oklahoma, to be United 
States Attorney for the Western District of 
Oklahoma for the term of four years. 

PN730 Department of Justice. Harry 
Sandlin Mattice, Jr., of Tennessee, to be 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:04 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00042 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8891 August 3, 2001 
United States Attorney for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Tennessee for the term of four years. 

PN731 Department of Justice. Timothy 
Mark Burgess, of Alaska, to be United States 
Attorney for the District of Alaska for the 
term of four years. 

PN734 The Judiciary. Terrence L. 
O’Brien, of Wyoming, to be United States 
Circuit Judge for the Tenth Circuit. 

PN735 The Judiciary. Jeffrey R. Howard, 
of New Hampshire, to be United States Cir-
cuit Judge for the First Circuit. 

PN736 The Judiciary. M. Christina 
Armijo, of New Mexico, to be United States 
District Judge for the District of New Mex-
ico. 

PN737 The Judiciary. Karon O. Bowdre, of 
Alabama, to be United States District Judge 
for the Northern District of Alabama. 

PN738 The Judiciary. David L. Bunning, 
of Kentucky, to be United States District 
Judge for the Eastern District of Kentucky. 

PN739 The Judiciary. Karen K. Caldwell, 
of Kentucky, to be United States District 
Judge for the Eastern District of Kentucky. 

PN740 The Judiciary. Claire V. Eagan, of 
Oklahoma, to be United States District 
Judge for the Northern District of Okla-
homa. 

PN741 The Judiciary. Kurt D. Engelhardt, 
of Louisiana, to be United States District 
Judge for the Eastern District of Louisiana. 

PN742 The Judiciary. Stephen P. Friot, of 
Oklahoma, to be United States District 
Judge for the Western District of Oklahoma. 

PN743 The Judiciary. Callie V. Granade, 
of Alabama, to be United States District 
Judge for the Southern District of Alabama. 

PN744 The Judiciary. Joe L. Heaton, of 
Oklahoma, to be United States District 
Judge for the Western District of Oklahoma. 

PN745 The Judiciary. Larry R. Hicks, of 
Nevada, to be United States District Judge 
for the District of Nevada. 

PN746 The Judiciary. William P. Johnson, 
of New Mexico, to be United States District 
Judge for the District of New Mexico. 

PN747 The Judiciary. James H. Payne, of 
Oklahoma, to be United States District 
Judge for the Northern, Eastern and Western 
Districts of Oklahoma. 

PN748 The Judiciary. Danny C. Reeves, of 
Kentucky, to be United States District 
Judge for the Eastern District of Kentucky. 

PN749 Department of Justice. Roscoe 
Conklin Howard, Jr., of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be United States Attorney for the 
District of Columbia for the term of four 
years. 

PN750 Department of Justice. David 
Claudio Iglesias, of New Mexico, to be United 
States Attorney for the District of New Mex-
ico for the term of four years. 

PN751 Department of Justice. Matthew 
Hansen Mead, of Wyoming, to be United 
States Attorney for the District of Wyoming 
for the term of four years. 

PN752 Department of Justice. Michael J. 
Sullivan, of Massachusetts, to be United 
States Attorney for the District of Massa-
chusetts for the term of four years. 

PN753 Department of Justice. Drew How-
ard Wrigley, of North Dakota, to be United 
States Attorney for the District of North Da-
kota for the term of four years. 

PN754 Department of Justice. Colm F. 
Connolly, of Delaware, to be United States 
Attorney for the District of Delaware for the 
term of four years. 

PN755 Department of Justice. Susan W. 
Brooks, of Indiana, to be United States At-
torney for the Southern District of Indiana 
for the term of four years. 

PN756 Department of Justice. Leura Gar-
rett Canary, of Alabama, to be United States 
Attorney for the Middle District of Alabama 
for the term of four years. 

PN757 Department of Justice. Thomas C. 
Gean, of Arkansas, to be United States At-

torney for the Western District of Arkansas 
for the term of four years. 

PN758 Department of Justice. Raymond 
W. Gruender, of Missouri, to be United 
States Attorney for the Eastern District of 
Missouri for the term of four years. 

PN759 Department of Justice. Joseph S. 
Van Bokkelen, of Indiana, to be United 
States Attorney for the Northern District of 
Indiana for the term of four years. 

PN760 Department of Justice. Charles W. 
Larson, Sr., of Iowa, to be United States At-
torney for the Northern District of Iowa for 
the term of four years. 

PN761 The Judiciary. Lawrence J. Block, 
of Virginia, to be a Judge of the United 
States Court of Federal Claims for a term of 
fifteen years. 

PN770 Department of Justice. Margaret 
M. Chiara, of Michigan, to be United States 
Attorney for the Western District of Michi-
gan for the term of four years. 

PN771 Department of Justice. Robert J. 
Conrad, Jr., of North Carolina, to be United 
States Attorney for the Western District of 
North Carolina for the term of four years. 

PN772 Department of Justice. James 
Ming Greenlee, of Mississippi, to be United 
States Attorney for the Northern District of 
Mississippi for the term of four years. 

PN773 Department of Justice. Terrell Lee 
Harris, of Tennessee, to be United States At-
torney for the Western District of Tennessee 
for the term of four years. 

PN774 Department of Justice. Stephen 
Beville Pence, of Kentucky, to be United 
States Attorney for the Western District of 
Kentucky for the term of four years. 

PN775 Department of Justice. Gregory F. 
Van Tatenhove, of Kentucky, to be United 
States Attorney for the Eastern District of 
Kentucky for the term of four years. 

PN779 Executive Office of the President. 
Scott M. Burns, of Utah, to be Deputy Direc-
tor for State and Local Affairs, Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy. 

PN781 Department of Justice. Thomas B. 
Heffelfinger, of Minnesota, to be United 
States Attorney for the District of Min-
nesota for the term of four years. 

PN782 Department of Justice. Patrick 
Leo Meehan, of Pennsylvania, to be United 
States Attorney for the Eastern District of 
Pennsylvania for the term of four years. 

PN786 Department of Justice. Jay S. 
Bybee, of Nevada, to be an Assistant Attor-
ney General. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 

PN776 Department of Labor. Frederico 
Juarbe, Jr., of Virginia, to be Assistant Sec-
retary of Labor for Veterans’ Employment 
and Training. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to proceed to executive 
session to consider en bloc the fol-
lowing nominations: Calendar Nos. 59, 
60, 159, 161, 248, 303 through 310, 312 
through 336, 338 through 342, 347 
through 359, and all the nominations on 
the Secretary’s desk; that the nomi-
nees be confirmed; that the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table; and 
the President be immediately notified 
of the Senate’s action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Kenneth W. Dam, of Illinois, to be Deputy 

Secretary of the Treasury. 
Michele A. Davis, of Virginia, to be an As-

sistant Secretary of the Treasury. 
James Gurule, of Michigan, to be Under 

Secretary of the Treasury for Enforcement. 
Peter R. Fisher, of New Jersey, to be an 

Under Secretary of the Treasury. 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Robert D. McCallum, Jr., of Georgia, to be 
an Assistant Attorney General. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Michael J. Garcia, of New York, to be an 

Assistant Secretary of Commerce. 
Linda Mysliwy Conlin, of New Jersey, to be 

an Assistant Secretary of Commerce. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

Henrietta Holsman Fore, of Nevada, to be 
Director of the Mint for a term of five years. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

Michael Minoru Fawn Liu, of Illinois, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

Melody H. Fennel, of Virginia, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
David A. Sampson, of Texas, to be Assist-

ant Secretary of Commerce for Economic 
Development. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
Jeffrey R. Holmstead, of Colorado, to be an 

Assistant Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. 

George Tracy Mehan, III, of Michigan, to 
be an Assistant Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency. 

Judith Elizabeth Ayres, of California, to be 
an Assistant Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Richard J. Egan, of Massachusetts, to be 

Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America 
to Ireland. 

Vincent Martin Battle, of the District of 
Columbia, a Career Member of the Senior 
Foreign Service, Class of Counselor, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Republic of Lebanon. 

Richard Henry Jones, of Nebraska, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the State of 
Kuwait. 

Craig Roberts Stapleton, of Connecticut, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Czech Republic. 

Robert Geers Loftis, of Colorado, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Kingdom of Leso-
tho. 

Daniel R. Coats, of Indiana, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary an Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Federal 
Republic of Germany. 

Theodore H. Kattouf, of Maryland, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Syrian 
Arab Republic. 

Maureen Quinn, of New Jersey, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the State of Qatar. 
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Joseph Gerald Sullivan, of Virginia, a Ca-

reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of 
Zimbabwe. 

Johnny Young, of Maryland, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Career Minister, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Slovenia. 

Edward William Gnehm, Jr., of Georgia, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv-
ice, Class of Career Minister, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the 
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. 

R. Nicholas Burns, of Massachusetts, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be United 
States Permanent Representative on the 
Council of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation, with the rank and status of Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary, 
vice Alexander R. Vershbow. 

Edmund James Hull, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Yemen. 

Nancy Goodman Brinker, of Florida, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Republic of Hungary. 

Christopher William Dell, of New Jersey, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv-
ice, Class of Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Angola. 

Jeanne L. Phillips, of Texas, to be Rep-
resentative of the United States of America 
to the Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development, with the rank of Am-
bassador, vice Amy L. Bondurant. 

INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

Carole Brookins, of Indiana, to be United 
States Executive Director of the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and Devel-
opment for a term of two years. 

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND 
Randal Quarles, of Utah, to be United 

States Executive Director of the Inter-
national Monetary Fund for a term of two 
years. 
OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION 
Ross J. Connelly, of Maine, to be Executive 

Vice President of the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation. 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
Patrick M. Cronin, of the District of Co-

lumbia, to be an Assistant Administrator of 
the United States Agency for International 
Development. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
Robert E. Fabricant, of New Jersey, to be 

an Assistant Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. 

THE JUDICIARY 
Lynn Leibovitz, of the District of Colum-

bia, to be an Associate Judge of the Superior 
Court of the district of Columbia for the 
term of fifteen years. 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
Daniel R. Levinson, of Maryland, to be In-

spector General, General Services Adminis-
tration. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
Theresa Alvillar-Speake, of California, to 

be Director of the Office of Minority Eco-
nomic Impact, Department of Energy. 

Jeffrey William Runge, of North Carolina, 
to be Administrator of the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration. 

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 

John Arthur Hammerschmidt, of Arkan-
sas, to be a Member of the National Trans-
portation Safety Board for the remainder of 
the term expiring December 31, 2002. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Otto Wolff, of Virginia, to be an Assistant 
Secretary of Commerce. 

Otto Wolff, of Virginia, to be Chief Finan-
cial Officer, Department of Commerce. 

Nancy Victory, of Virginia, to be Assistant 
Secretary of Commerce for Communications 
and Information. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

H. T. Johnson, of Virginia, to be an Assist-
ant Secretary of the Navy. 

John P. Stenbit, of Virginia, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Defense. 

Michael L. Dominguez, of Virginia, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of the Air Force. 

Nelson F. Gibbs, of California, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force. 

Mario P. Fiori, of Georgia, to be an Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army. 

Ronald M. Sega, of Colorado, to be Direc-
tor of Defense Research and Engineering. 

AIR FORCE 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601 and to be appointed as 
Chief of Staff, United States Air Force under 
the provisions of title 10, U.S.C., section 8033: 

To be general 

Gen. John P. Jumper, 0000. 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C. section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Paul V. Hester, 0000. 

ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be general 

Lt. Gen. Larry R. Ellis, 0000. 

MARINE CORPS 

The following named officer for reappoint-
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi-
tion of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Earl B. Hailston, 0000. 

NAVY 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. CHRISTOPHER C. AMES, 0000. 
Capt. MICHAEL C. BACHMANN, 0000. 
Capt. REUBIN B. BOOKERT, 0000. 
Capt. STANLEY D. BOZIN, 0000. 
Capt. JEFFREY A. BROOKS, 0000. 
Capt. CHARLES T. BUSH, 0000. 
Capt. JOHN D. BUTLER, 0000. 
Capt. JEFFREY B. CASSIAS, 0000. 
Capt. BRUCE W. CLINGAN, 0000. 
Capt. DONNA L. CRISP, 0000. 
Capt. WILLIAM D. CROWDER, 0000. 
Capt. PATRICK W. DUNNE, 0000. 
Capt. DAVID A. GOVE, 0000. 
Capt. RICHARD D. JASKOT, 0000. 

Capt. STEPHEN E. JOHNSON, 0000. 
Capt. GARY R. JONES, 0000. 
Capt. JAMES D. KELLY, 0000. 
Capt. DONALD P. LOREN, 0000. 
Capt. JOSEPH MAGUIRE, 0000. 
Capt. ROBERT T. MOELLER, 0000. 
Capt. ROBERT B. MURRETT, 0000. 
Capt. ROBERT D. REILLY, JR., 0000. 
Capt. JACOB L. SHUFORD, 0000. 
Capt. PAUL S. STANLEY, 0000. 
Capt. PATRICK M. WALSH, 0000. 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 
Claude M. Kicklighter, of Georgia, to be an 

Assistant Secretary of Veterans Affairs (Pol-
icy and Planning). 

John A. Gauss, of Virginia, to be an Assist-
ant Secretary of Veterans Affairs (Informa-
tion and Technology). 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY’S 
DESK 
ARMY 

PN640 Army nominations (44) beginning 
BYUNG H. * AHN, and ending ELIZABETH 
S. * YOUNGBERG, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of July 12, 2001 

MARINE CORPS 
PN681 Marine Corps nominations (1076) be-

ginning MICHAEL K. TOELLNER, and end-
ing MICHAEL T. ZIEGLER, which nomina-
tions were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of July 
24, 2001 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, continuing 
in executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Finance Committee 
be discharged from the following nomi-
nations: 

John Huntsman to be Deputy U.S. 
Trade Representative; 

Janet Rehnquist to be Inspector Gen-
eral at the Department of Health and 
Human Services; 

Alex Azar II, to be General Counsel of 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services; 

And, Rosario Marin to be Treasurer 
of the United States; 

That the Senate consider the nomi-
nations en bloc, they be confirmed, the 
motions to reconsider be laid on the 
table, the President be immediately 
notified of the Senate’s action, and any 
statements thereon be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations were considered and 
confirmed. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I could 
take a brief minute to speak on John 
Huntsman to be Deputy U.S. Trade 
Representative, I have known the 
Huntsman family for many, many 
years. A finer family is no place in ex-
istence. John will be the Deputy U.S. 
Trade Representative. He is one of 
about 9, 10, or 11 siblings. He is from a 
huge family. John Huntsman, Sr., is 
one of the finest philanthropic individ-
uals I have ever known. He is a giver. 

I went to a meeting with a number of 
other Senators and met him. He has 
dedicated most of his life to giving 
away the fortune that he has been able 
to accumulate. He started a great can-
cer institute, one of the finest in the 
world, in Salt Lake City. This month, 
August 25, the Vice President is going 
to go break ground for this new hos-
pital. 
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I was with John Huntsman, Sr., re-

cently, the father of this fine man who 
is going to be Deputy U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative. He had made a commit-
ment this year to give many millions 
of dollars to charity. Times were bad in 
his business. Oil prices went up, and he 
simply didn’t have the money to fulfill 
this commitment. He went out and bor-
rowed the money so he could give it 
away. 

He is a wonderful man. I am happy to 
be present when he is confirmed as 
Trade Representative. He is from the 
same hue as his father, and we can ex-
pect great things for the country from 
John Huntsman. 

The nominations were considered and 
confirmed. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the HELP Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of the following nominees: 

John Henshaw to be Assistant Sec-
retary of Labor; 

Emily DeRocco to be Assistant Sec-
retary of Labor; 

And the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of the nomination of Martin 
Silverstein to be Ambassador to the 
Oriental Republic of Uruguay; 

That the nominations be considered 
and confirmed en bloc, the motions to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action, that any state-
ments thereon be printed in the 
RECORD, and the Senate return to legis-
lative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations were considered and 
confirmed. 

REFERRAL OF FREDERICO JUARBE, JR. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the nominations of 
Frederico Juarbe, Jr., to be Assistant 
Secretary of Labor for Veterans’ Em-
ployment and Training, be referred 
jointly to the HELP Committee and 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NOMINATION OF ROBERT D. MCCALLUM, JR. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today the 

Senate completes the confirmation 
process for Robert D. McCallum, Jr. to 
be the Assistant Attorney General to 
head the Civil Division at the Depart-
ment of Justice. I congratulate Mr. 
McCallum and his family. 

The Judiciary Committee has worked 
very hard since returning in July to 
act on presidential nominations to fill 
vital positions at the Department of 
Justice. In addition to the confirma-
tions of the Deputy Attorney General, 
the Solicitor General, the Assistant 
Attorney General for the Criminal Di-
vision, the Assistant Attorney General 
for Legislative Affairs, and the Assist-
ant Attorney General for Legal Policy, 
during the last month we have held 
four hearings on Department of Justice 
nominees and today we confirm a sixth 
nominee to a leadership role at the De-
partment of Justice in the last month. 

With the confirmation of Mr. 
McCallum, we have confirmed seven of 
the Attorney General’s Assistant At-
torneys General. We have also com-
pleted action on ASA HUTCHINSON to 
head the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration, Jim Ziglar to head the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service and 
Bob Mueller to serve as the Director of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. I 
commend the Members of the Com-
mittee on both sides of the aisle for 
their cooperation in this regard. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session. 

f 

H.R. 1088, THE INVESTOR AND CAP-
ITAL MARKETS RELIEF ACT OF 
2001 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, many 
of our colleagues have indicated their 
strong support for H.R. 1088, the Inves-
tor and Capital Markets Fee Relief 
Act. I share the belief that the Senate 
should take action on this critical leg-
islation promptly. 

A number of Senate leaders on secu-
rities matters have noted the impor-
tance of this bill, including the senior 
Senator from New York, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Chairman of the Banking Committee, 
Mr. SARBANES, the Chairman of the Se-
curities Subcommittee, Senator DODD, 
the Assistant Majority Leader, Senator 
REID, and many others. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
update the Senate on the status of H.R. 
1088. The Senate approved the bill 
unanimously in March. After good- 
faith negotiations between both bodies, 
the House then approved an amended 
bill, which included agreed-upon im-
provements by an overwhelming bipar-
tisan vote of 404 to 22. It is now pending 
on the Senate calendar. 

This legislation is long overdue. The 
Securities Exchange Commission now 
collects fees from the investing public 
that are six times higher than needed 
to cover the costs of operating the 
Commission. Fee reductions can free 
up new investment capital that can 
help spur the economy at a time when 
it needs a boost. 

Equally important are provisions in 
the bill that provide the Commission 
staff pay parity with other Federal fi-
nancial regulators, which can help the 
agency stem turnover and retain qual-
ity staff. Investors in our securities 
markets deserve the best quality regu-
lators to protect them, and those fine 
public servants deserve proper com-
pensation. 

This legislation should have been ap-
proved last year. It was unfortunate 
that, in the last Congress, even though 
the bill was approved by committees in 
both the House and Senate, it was 
never considered on the floor of either 
body. Efforts by many Senators to 
move the bill in the waning days of the 
last Congress were stymied. 

Under new leadership, the Senate 
will soon have an opportunity to make 
amends for that lapse by finalizing this 
legislation. When Congress returns 
from its August work period, I will 
continue working with my colleagues 
to ensure enactment of this key meas-
ure. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Majority Leader will 
work to ensure enactment of the SEC 
pay parity and fee reduction legislation 
when Congress returns from the August 
recess. Passage of H.R. 1088 is very im-
portant to the staff of the Securities 
and Exchange Commission as well as to 
the many segments of the securities in-
dustry. 

This bill enjoys wide bipartisan sup-
port in the Senate. The Senate version 
of the bill, S. 143, The Competitive 
Market Supervision Act of 2001, was 
passed by the Banking Committee on 
March 1 by voice vote. It was passed by 
the full Senate on March 22, by unani-
mous consent. 

I want to focus on the importance of 
the bill’s pay parity provisions. These 
would authorize the Commission to pay 
its employees on a par with the other 
Federal financial regulators. Our secu-
rities markets are the envy of the 
world. It is important that the regu-
lator of those markets be in a favorable 
position to attract and retain qualified 
employees. Enacting pay parity con-
tributes towards this goal and will re-
sult in enhanced supervision of the se-
curities markets. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
thank my good friend, the Majority 
Leader, Mr. DASCHLE, and the Chair-
man of the Banking Committee, Mr. 
SARBANES, for their commitment to 
this important piece of legislation, 
H.R. 1088, of which I am the chief 
Democratic sponsor. This bill is of tre-
mendous importance to New York. 

As the Senator from South Dakota, 
Mr. DASCHLE, has indicated, this legis-
lation would reduce transaction fees 
paid by investors to fund the ongoing 
activities of the SEC. Such fee reduc-
tions will be of substantial benefit to 
investors, businesses and individual in-
vestors, alike. The bill also gives pay 
parity for employees at the SEC so 
that the SEC may attract and retain 
highly qualified regulators to ensure 
the integrity of our markets. 

As my colleague knows, H.R. 1088, as 
passed by the House, incorporated the 
Senate position reflected in S. 143, 
which was approved by this Senate 
under unanimous consent in March. 
There will be no conference on the bill 
and we have assurances the President 
will sign it. All that is left is for the 
Senate to act, and I urge that we do so 
as expeditiously as possible upon our 
return from the August recess. 

I also thank the distinguished Assist-
ant Majority Leader, the Senator from 
Nevada, Mr. REID, for his commitment 
to moving this critical legislation. 

Mr. REID. I thank my friend, the 
Senator from New York, Mr. SCHUMER, 
for his unwavering leadership on this 
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bill. I couldn’t agree more that this bill 
is very important to investors. It is un-
fortunate that we have not been able to 
act on this bill before the August re-
cess, but this should not be interpreted 
as anything other than a difficulty 
with timing. 

As my friend knows, I support this 
legislation. I think it is a good bill and 
I look forward to getting it to the 
floor. As the Majority Leader has indi-
cated, although there will be a number 
of important measures competing for 
floor time this fall, including appro-
priations bills, it is our intention to 
bring this bill before the Senate. 

I am hopeful our friends in the mi-
nority will extend to us the necessary 
cooperation to complete action on this 
matter. I look forward to working with 
the Senator from New York and our 
colleagues to pass this important legis-
lation. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I would 
like to add my support for the passage 
of H.R.1088, the Investor and Capital 
Markets Relief Act. As many of my 
colleagues have noted, this legislation 
is the result of bipartisan cooperation 
in both the Senate and the House. 

We have worked closely to craft leg-
islation that I believe will have impor-
tant benefits for both retail and insti-
tutional investors, the securities indus-
try and the Securities and Exchange 
Commission. 

I would specifically like to recognize 
the Chairman and Ranking Members of 
the Banking Committee for their ef-
forts on this bill, especially with re-
gard to ensuring pay parity for employ-
ees of the SEC. The inclusion of this 
vital component will help to maintain 
the high level of competency we cur-
rently enjoy at the SEC . 

I would also like to thank the Major-
ity Leader and the Assistant Majority 
Leader for their commitment to the 
timely consideration of this legisla-
tion. It is my hope that when we return 
from the August work period, we can 
consider this legislation in a prompt 
fashion. 

f 

THE RETIREMENT OF REAR 
ADMIRAL LARRY BAUCOM, USN 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize an outstanding 
naval officer and public servant, Rear 
Admiral Larry C. Baucom, U.S. Navy, 
as he completes more than 30 years of 
active duty with the U.S. Navy. Wheth-
er as a midshipman at the U.S. Naval 
Academy, as the commanding officer of 
a fighter squadron, as the commander 
of a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, 
or, most recently, as the Director of 
the Navy’s Environmental Protection, 
Safety and Occupational Health Divi-
sion, he tirelessly worked to serve 
America and our Navy and Marine 
Corps. It is a privilege for me to honor 
his many outstanding achievements 
and service to our great Nation and our 
service men and women. 

Rear Admiral Baucom is a son of Co-
lumbia, SC. A 1970 Naval Academy 

graduate, he was awarded his Naval 
Flight Officer wings in 1971. During his 
30-year career in the Navy, he served in 
a variety of operational assignments, 
including Fighter Squadron 32, Fighter 
Wing ONE, the U.S. Naval Test Pilot 
School in Patuxent River, MD, and as 
Executive Officer of USS George Wash-
ington, CVN 73. An inspired, confident 
leader, he commanded Fighter Squad-
ron 143, USS Trenton, LPD 14, and the 
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, USS 
Carl Vinson, CVN 70. Under his com-
mand, USS Carl Vinson was awarded 
two Meritorious Unit Commendations 
and the Battle Efficiency Award for 
1996 following a highly successful Ara-
bian Gulf deployment that included 
combat operations in support of Oper-
ation DESERT STRIKE. Following this 
tour, he served at the Supreme Allied 
Headquarters as the Assistant Chief of 
Staff for Plans and Policy. Rear Admi-
ral Baucom also continuously pursued 
educational opportunities throughout 
his career being awarded a Master’s De-
grees in Systems Management from the 
University of Southern California and 
in National Security and Strategic 
Studies from the Naval War College. 

In his most recent assignment as the 
Navy’s Director of Environmental Pro-
tection, Safety and Occupational 
Health Division, Rear Admiral Baucom 
worked to ensure that the Navy re-
mains a leader of environmental stew-
ardship and towards ensuring the safe-
ty and welfare of its Sailors, Marines 
and civil service employees. Whether 
contributing to the Department’s ef-
forts to guarantee critical training at 
the Atlantic Fleet Weapons Training 
Facility at Vieques, Puerto Rico, pro-
tecting the health and safety of ship-
yard workers, or addressing the en-
croachment issues that complicate our 
operational and training ranges, Rear 
Admiral Baucom’s leadership has been 
vital to the readiness and success of 
our country’s military forces. 

Rear Admiral Baucom provided ex-
ceptional advice, support and guidance 
to the Secretary of the Navy and the 
Chief of Naval Operations. His keen in-
sight, relentless dedication, and ex-
traordinary talent have contributed 
significantly to building and maintain-
ing the world’s best-trained, best- 
equipped, and best-prepared Navy and 
Marine Corps. His vision has positively 
shaped the future readiness and capa-
bilities of the fleet in ways that will 
resonate for generations. 

I thank Rear Admiral Baucom for his 
many public service contributions and 
a life devoted to ensuring our national 
security. It is my distinct honor to 
wish him, and his wife Linda, much 
happiness and fair winds and following 
seas as they begin a new chapter in 
their lives. 

f 

CAP AND TRADE APPROACH TO 
CLIMATE CHANGE 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
with my friend and colleague from Con-
necticut to express our concerns on a 

subject that is at the forefront of the 
many issues of global concern, climate 
change. The science surrounding this 
issue has come increasingly into focus, 
and Senator LIEBERMAN and I believe 
that it is time to take action. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
also am pleased to rise to join my 
friend and colleague from Arizona, 
Senator MCCAIN, in making this call 
for consideration of the development of 
an economy-wide cap-and-trade system 
to control our emissions of greenhouse 
gases. Senator MCCAIN and I have been 
discussing the need to develop such leg-
islation for some time, and upon our 
return from recess, we plan to discuss 
with leaders from each sector of our 
economy to discuss what commitments 
they can make to curb our growing 
problem of global warming without se-
riously harming our economy. 

At this point, I invite Senator 
MCCAIN to comment on his views on 
the subject. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Over the past year, the 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation Committee has held several 
hearings on the various scientific re-
ports from the National Academy of 
Science and the International Panel on 
Climate Change, IPCC. These reports 
conclude that air temperatures are, in 
fact, rising. The IPCC report states 
that there is new and stronger evidence 
that most of the observed warming 
over the past 50 years is attributable to 
human activities. We continue to see 
throughout the world the melting of 
glaciers, the dying of coral reefs, and 
rising ocean temerpatures. 

The agreement reached last week in 
Bonn, Germany on the Kyoto Protocol 
means that the rest of the world is 
moving forward to address this impor-
tant problem. Given the fact that the 
United States produces approximately 
25 percent of the total greenhouse 
gases emissions, the United States has 
a responsibility to cut its emissions of 
greenhouse gases. The United States 
must realize that when it comes to the 
climate, there are no boundaries. 
Therefore, climate change is an global 
problem and must be resolved globally. 

The current situation demands lead-
ership from the United States. In ac-
cordance with the agreement reached 
last week, there is going to be a world 
marketplace for carbon reductions, a 
marketplace that rewards improve-
ments in energy efficiency, advances in 
energy technologies, and improve-
ments in land-use practices—and we 
are running the risk that America is 
not going to be part of it. 

The risks that climate change poses 
for businesses have now increased. In 
addition to the risk of unpredictable 
impacts of global warming, and of un-
predictable regulation of greenhouse 
gas emissions, American companies 
now face the risk of being left out of 
the global marketplace to buy and sell 
emission reductions. 

While U.S. businesses are gaining ex-
perience with voluntary programs and 
are recognized as the world’s experts in 
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this area, they are increasingly recog-
nizing that purely voluntary ap-
proaches will not be enough to meet 
the goal of preventing dangerous ef-
fects on the climate system. Increas-
ingly, businesses confronting these 
risks see sensible regulation of carbon 
dioxide and other greenhouse gases as 
necessary and inevitable. Clearly, they 
prefer the cap-and-trade approach. 

In a July 23 editorial in the Wall 
Street Journal, a cap and trade pro-
gram was discussed as one of the incen-
tive-based market strategies that has 
been developed as an alternative to tra-
ditional fiat-based, ‘‘nanny-sez-so’’ reg-
ulation. The editorial further states 
that ‘‘ a cap and trade program will re-
sult in more abatement from those 
firms who can do it at relatively lower 
costs and less abatement from those 
firms who can only do it at relatively 
higher costs. The net will be the same 
amount of overall pollution reduction, 
but achieved at lower cost than would 
obtain under traditional regulation.’’ 

As usual, industry is ahead of govern-
ment in this area. Many companies 
have already started trading programs 
either within their company or as 
members of partnerships to meet pre- 
determined levels. Not only are these 
companies meeting their environ-
mental goals, they are also realizing it 
on a profitable basis. We all know that 
improved efficiencies mean improved 
profitability. 

The 1990 Clean Air Act’s acid rain 
emissions trading program for limiting 
sulfur dioxide has shown that there can 
be top-down limits on pollutants and 
not endanger the economy. The key is 
unleashing the power of markets to 
find the most innovative, cost-effective 
ways of meeting those top-down limits. 
That’s what a cap-and-trade system 
does best. Deploying the power of a 
marketplace to pursue the least expen-
sive answers is a unique and powerful 
American approach to the threat of cli-
mate change. 

In 1994, the Arizona Public Service 
(APS), an Arizona public utility, en-
tered into an agreement with the Niag-
ara Mohawk, a New York utility, and 
the US Department of Energy to swap 
carbon dioxide and sulfur dioxide cred-
its. APS had reduced its sulfur dioxide 
emissions below levels mandated under 
the 1990 Clean Air Act. Niagara Mo-
hawk had reduced its carbon dioxide 
emissions below the level of its vol-
untary commitment. APS exchanged 
its sulfur dioxide allowances issued 
under the Clean Air Act’s acid rain pro-
gram for Niagara Mohawk carbon diox-
ide emissions reductions that APS 
could then use to help meet its com-
mitment to DOE to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions. After receiving the sul-
fur dioxide allowances, Niagara Mo-
hawk donated them to an environ-
mental organization to be retired. The 
cost savings achieved through this plan 
were used to fund new domestic and 
overseas projects designed to create ad-
ditional carbon dioxide reductions. 

However, we should not be deceiving 
ourselves. Designing a cap and trade 

system is not an easy task. Critical de-
cisions will have to be made as to the 
design and implementation of such a 
system. These decisions will ulti-
mately affect some industries more 
than others. I would hope that the gov-
ernment can work hand-in-hand with 
industry to make this happen should a 
decision be made to pursue a cap and 
trade program. 

A comprehensive cap on America’s 
greenhouse gas emissions, paired with 
an allowance trading system, can en-
courage innovation across the full 
range of opportunities for reducing 
emissions. That would provide busi-
nesses with the regulatory certainty 
and flexibility they need to confront 
the climate challenge successfully. In-
dustry has repeatedly said that if Gov-
ernment sets the rules, they will take 
them from there and make it work. 

Trading helps to establish a market 
value per unit of greenhouse gas. This 
can be especially helpful as corporate 
decisions are made on major invest-
ments in new technologies. The market 
value will allow them to make a real 
comparison by which to consider pur-
chasing new credits for the markets or 
investing in technologies and capital 
improvements. 

We also have to recognize that the 
international system for addressing cli-
mate change is evolving. Only a few 
years ago, many of America’s trading 
partners were reluctant to accept mar-
ket-based solutions. But now they have 
embraced them, and the global market-
place for greenhouse gas cap-and-trade 
is beginning. A national cap-and-trade 
system could give America the busi-
ness valuable experience they will need 
to remain competitive with other com-
panies in countries where greenhouse 
emissions trading is moving forward. 
We can expand trade opportunities 
through a new marketplace for the en-
vironment. 

Given this developing international 
market, it also makes sense to ensure 
that what we do domestically can be 
integrated and recognized on the inter-
national level. Ultimately, we need to 
make sure that the emissions reduc-
tions our companies, our farmers, and 
our foresters produce are fully recog-
nized and fully tradable in the emerg-
ing global greenhouse gas marketplace. 

I think it is clear that a cap and 
trade program is a good idea worthy of 
further consideration by the U.S. Sen-
ate. I look forward to working with 
Senator LIEBERMAN and others who 
have expressed a willingness to con-
sider this type of approach to address 
this problem of global climate change. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to rise to join my col-
league, Senator MCCAIN, in advocating 
an economy-wide cap-and-trade system 
to control our emissions of greenhouse 
gases. 

I have been extremely troubled by 
the failure of our government to en-
gage on this crucial issue. Last Mon-
day, 180 nations agreed to take historic 
action against global warming by 

agreeing to the Kyoto Protocol. One 
did not. We are the one. I believe this 
failure abdicates the United States’ po-
sition as a leader in environmental af-
fairs and places U.S. industry at risk. 

We now have general scientific agree-
ment that climate change is a problem 
we must face. Early this year, the 
United Nation’s Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change released its 
Third Assessment Report on global 
warming. According to this panel of ex-
pert scientists, unless we find ways to 
stop global warming, the Earth’s aver-
age temperature can be expected to 
rise between 2.5 and 10.4 degrees Fahr-
enheit during the next century. Such a 
large, rapid rise in temperature will 
profoundly alter the Earth’s landscape 
in very practical terms. Sea levels 
could swell up to 35 feet, potentially 
submerging millions of homes and 
coastal property under our present-day 
oceans. Precipitation could become 
more erratic, leading to droughts that 
would aggravate the task of feeding the 
world’s population. Diseases such as 
malaria and dengue fever could spread 
at an accelerated pace. Severe weather 
disturbances and storms triggered by 
climatic phenomena, such as El Nino, 
could become more routine. 

As the IPCC report reminds us, this 
threat is being driven by our own be-
havior. Let me quote the scientists di-
rectly, ‘‘There is new and stronger evi-
dence that most of the warming ob-
served over the last 50 years is attrib-
utable to human activities.’’ There is 
no doubt that human-induced emis-
sions are warming the planet. 

After receiving the IPCC’s dire re-
port, the White House requested and 
received a second opinion from the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences. The NAS 
confirmed the findings of the IPCC. Let 
me quote: 

The IPCC’s conclusion that most of the ob-
served warming of the last 50 years is likely 
to have been due to the increase in green-
house gas concentrations accurately reflects 
the current thinking of the scientific com-
munity on this issue . . . . Despite the uncer-
tainties, there is general agreement that the 
observed warming is real and particularly 
strong within the past twenty years. 

By going forward with the Kyoto 
Protocol even without the United 
States, the world has taken a giant 
stride forward in response to this press-
ing problem. That agreement will cre-
ate a worldwide market in greenhouse 
gas reductions, using market forces to 
drive environmental gains. Unfortu-
nately, because the United States did 
not participate, U.S. interests were vir-
tually ignored in crafting the final 
deal. In the end, I believe that not just 
our environment but our economy will 
suffer as a result. 

For example, let’s say a multi-
national corporation is faced with the 
need to invest in new, more efficient 
technology, and has the choice of in-
stalling it in the United States or over-
seas. Under the Kyoto Protocol, the 
corporation will be able to receive val-
uable credits for making those effi-
ciency gains—and therefore reducing 
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its greenhouse gas emissions. Those 
credits will be worth cold, hard cash in 
the world market that will be estab-
lished under the treaty. In contrast, 
the United States currently has no sys-
tem by which the company will gain 
credit for the gains. The result will be 
that more efficient, more competitive 
technology will be driven overseas. 

The agreement in Bonn also has 
probably made millions of dollars in 
U.S. investment worthless. A number 
of our large corporations have invested 
heavily in forest conservation on the 
assumption that they would receive 
credit for these forests’ ability to pull 
carbon out of the atmosphere. In Bonn, 
however—without the U.S. at the 
table—credit for forest conservation 
was written out of the agreement. 

After the agreement at Bonn, it will 
take a lot of work to convince the 
other nations of the world to reopen 
the negotiations to U.S. participation. 

We can begin by creating a credible 
domestic system that can work in par-
allel with the Kyoto Protocol so the 
United States remains in tune with the 
remainder of the world as we move for-
ward. Such an approach must move be-
yond our laudable but inadequate vol-
untary efforts. As we saw with the Rio 
Treaty, which former President Bush 
supported and the Senate ratified in 
1992, voluntary programs unfortunately 
do not work. Instead, Senator MCCAIN 
and I believe that we need a set of 
standards requiring action. We need an 
economy-wide cap and trade approach. 
In contrast to the current inter-
national agreement, such a system will 
take the interests of the United States 
into account. 

I also believe having such a system in 
place will much better enable us to ne-
gotiate an acceptable international 
agreement with the Kyoto participants 
when the U.S. does come back to the 
table. If we do not have our own domes-
tic cap-and-trade system, our compa-
nies will be years behind the rest of the 
world in operating within the system 
and therefore disadvantaged when we 
join an international agreement. 

The bona-fides of a cap and trade ap-
proach are impressive. I was involved 
in the drafting of the cap-and-trade 
program in the Clean Air Act to reduce 
acid rain—one of the most successful 
environmental programs on the books. 
Recent reports from the CBO and the 
Resources for the Future espoused such 
an approach. Progressive companies 
such as British Petroleum have greatly 
reduced their greenhouse emissions by 
using their own internal cap-and-trade 
markets. And no less authority than 
the Wall Street Journal has endorsed 
such an approach to address our cli-
mate problems, stating that the Bush 
Administration should ‘‘propose a do-
mestic cap-and-trade program for car-
bon dioxide that could, of course, be 
easily expanded to Canada and Mex-
ico.’’ It would be a giant step forward if 
the Bush Administration would make 
such a proposal to the next inter-
national meeting on climate change in 
Marrakesh, Morocco during October. 

If we adopt a cap and trade system, 
we will create a market by which cor-
porations will receive valuable credits 
for efficient investments. We also will 
create a market by which corporations 
can receive credit for the laudable in-
vestments they have made to date. And 
we will unleash the power of that mar-
ket to drive the United States back 
into its leadership position in the 
international effort to avoid the worst 
effects of one of the most serious envi-
ronmental problems the world commu-
nity has ever faced. 

I look forward to working with Sen-
ator MCCAIN when we return in Sep-
tember as we meet with environ-
mentalists and representatives of the 
various sectors of our economy who are 
currently generating greenhouse gases. 
We will ask them to help us fashion a 
cap and trade system that will work. 

Together we can and will meet this 
historic test and protect our children 
and grandchildren, and all who follow 
on the Earth, from the real dangers of 
an overheated planet. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print the Wall Street Journal 
editorials in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

REVIEW & OUTLOOK 
EMISSIONS IMPOSSIBLE? 

While Genoa burned—a topic we take up at 
greater length in the space below—bureau-
crats in Bonn continued to fiddle with a dead 
treaty, the Kyoto Protocol on global warm-
ing. Japan and Europe appear more deter-
mined than ever to resuscitate the treaty 
without the United States. At the risk of 
sounding flippant, we ask: Why bother? 

The whole idea behind Kyoto is puzzling at 
best, outrageous at worst. Why require the 
nations of this planet to spend the hundreds 
of billions of dollars necessary to reduce car-
bon dioxide and other emissions when we 
don’t even know if the earth’s climate is get-
ting permanently hotter or if that tempera-
ture change is caused by human activity or 
if that change is even dangerous? 

Why, indeed. Except that if new and more 
sophisticated research proves that human- 
generated greenhouse gases are a menace to 
civilization as we know it, then it is better 
to start now to control them and far better 
to do so in the most cost effective fashion. 
And that’s why we harbor a certain fondness 
for one part of the Kyoto treaty—emissions 
trading. 

Emissions trading—part of a package 
called ‘‘cap-and-trade’’—is one of the incen-
tive-based market strategies that has been 
developed as an alternative to traditional 
fiat-based, nanny-sez-so regulation. The idea 
is simple: a lower level of pollution is agreed 
upon and targeted; permits reflecting that 
level are issued, or even sold, to polluters; 
firms that produce emissions below their tar-
gets can sell their excess permits to firms 
that exceed their targets. Firms have a 
straightforward incentive to come up with 
emission-reducing innovations because they 
can keep the financial rewards of their inno-
vation through reduced abatement costs, re-
duced payments for emission permits and/or 
selling unneeded permits. 

Thus, by providing flexibility and financial 
incentives, cap-and-trade program will result 
in more abatement from those firms who can 
do it at relatively lower cost and less abate-
ment from those firms who can only do it at 

relatively higher cost. The net will be the 
same amount of overall pollution reduction, 
but achieved at lower cost than would obtain 
under traditional regulation. 

And cost is really mega-important. Con-
sider the tab if—as mandated by Kyoto—the 
U.S. had to reduce its carbon dioxide emis-
sions 7% below its 1990 levels by 2012. With-
out the ability to buy permits from other 
countries, compliance would have to be 
achieved mainly by switching from coal-fired 
plants to natural gas plants, resulting in the 
premature retirement of tens of billions of 
dollars of capital stock, the zooming of en-
ergy costs throughout the economy, and the 
loss of millions of jobs. According to the En-
ergy Information Administration, the cost 
could be as much as 4% of GDP. 

Now, however, consider the cost if the U.S. 
could meet its targets by buying permits 
from other countries. In a scenario offered 
back in 1998 by the Clinton Administration’s 
Council of Economic Advisors, if the U.S. 
buys permits for its ‘‘excess’’ emissions—so 
that if doesn’t have to reduce by very much 
its own emissions—the cost would be only 
10% of GDP. 

If you doubt these estimates—and we agree 
that the models they are based on are tech-
nically complex—then how about a real-life 
example? Look no further than the fabu-
lously successful cap-and-trade program for 
sulfur dioxide. The program, which was 
started in the U.S. in 1995 as part of the ef-
fort to cut the emissions that cause acid 
rain, saves about $700 million annually com-
pared with the cost of traditional regulation 
and has been reducing emissions by four mil-
lion tons annually. When the program is 
fully implemented, sometime over the next 
couple of years, cost savings should be as 
much as $2 billion a year—that’s twice as 
much as originally estimated by the EPA. 

In fact, the idea of emissions trading to re-
duce pollution has proved so attractive that 
some firms—which are under no legal obliga-
tion to cut greenhouses gases—have begun to 
set up programs for internal trading of per-
mits. For firms interested in external trad-
ing, there are already several 
‘‘precompliance’’ markets where permits can 
be traded across companies and across na-
tional borders. 

So, who needs Kyoto? While whatever 
number of government bureaucrats are fill-
ing the air in Bonn with carbon dioxide, the 
private sector is going ahead with its own 
cap-and-trade solutions. Not surprisingly, 
European leaders would rather bureaucrats 
control the ebb and flow of private sector 
emissions and have bad mouthed cap-and- 
trade proposals in the past. Recently, how-
ever, even the Euros are beginning to see the 
light., 

President Bush got it exactly right when 
he dissed Kyoto. And after Kyoto is pro-
nounced dead in Bonn, the Bush Administra-
tion should propose a domestic cap-and-trade 
program for carbon dioxide that could, of 
course, be easily expanded to Canada and 
Mexico. And then to Latin America. And 
then the world. 

f 

ARSENIC IN RURAL WATER 
SUPPLIES 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, yester-
day the Senate passed the Appropria-
tions bill funding the Environmental 
Protection Agency and other depart-
ments. I have grave concerns about a 
provision in that bill, the amendment 
adopted by the Senate that directs the 
EPA Administrator to establish a new 
national primary drinking water regu-
lation for arsenic. This is a slight 
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modification from the House version of 
this bill, which requires the Adminis-
trator to establish this standard at the 
level set by the previous administra-
tion—10 parts per billion. While the 
Senate language is not that specific, I 
still have grave concerns over the di-
rection Congress is heading on this 
issue. 

I understand that 59 public water sys-
tems in Alaska, most of which are in 
rural villages, have naturally occur-
ring, background levels of arsenic in 
their water supplies that substantially 
exceed the 10 parts per billion stand-
ard. If Congress imposes this standard 
or a similar one on these villages, they 
will need nearly twenty million dollars 
to purchase modern, high-tech water 
treatment facilities. This is money 
that will otherwise be spent on their 
more immediate water and sewer 
needs, including safe wastewater sys-
tems. We are moving many rural vil-
lages off of honey buckets, but many 
people on the haul system still have to 
cart their own untreated wastewater 
from their homes to local collection 
bins, where it lies until the city takes 
it to a sewage lagoon on the outskirts 
of town. I know of one village in rural 
Alaska where a young girl was playing 
near one of these wastewater collection 
bins when she scratched at a mosquito 
bite. She developed a bacterial infec-
tion and later died. We are making 
good progress towards getting her vil-
lage on to a safe, centralized water and 
wastewater system. Congress should 
allow areas without reliable sanitary 
water supplies to address those needs 
before turning to the relative luxury of 
removing a few parts per billion of nat-
urally-occurring arsenic. I invite any 
Senator who disagrees with me to join 
me on a trip to rural Alaska where 
they can see these challenges first 
hand. 

I can foresee another unanticipated 
consequence of a national arsenic 
standard applied in rural Alaska. There 
are no toxic waste facilities available 
to process the arsenic after it is taken 
out of the water. We can not drive it 
away because these villages are not on 
the road system. The arsenic will end 
up in the local landfill on the edge of 
town, next to the sewage lagoon. Like 
a lot of other things that end up in the 
landfill, the wind will blow it around 
town, where it will end up in homes 
and schools. This arsenic may do far 
more harm to people in rural Alaska 
than if we were to just leave it alone. 

I intend to seek a modification in 
conference that will recognize the 
practical problems of forcing a na-
tional standard on the most remote, 
rural areas of the country. We should 
not turn away from the most pressing 
sanitation needs in order to impose an 
unfunded mandate on rural areas, espe-
cially one that may result in a greater 
health risk than the one we are trying 
to address. 

IN MEMORY OF PAUL R. CAREY 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise 
to draw the attention of the Senate to 
the recent passing of Paul R. Carey, an 
extraordinary public servant and New 
Yorker who died on June 14th at the 
age of 38 after a long battle with can-
cer. 

Paul Carey was a Commissioner of 
the United States Securities and Ex-
change Commission at the time of his 
death. Previously, he served in the 
Clinton White House as Special Assist-
ant to the President for Legislative Af-
fairs, and before that as Finance Direc-
tor for the northeastern United States 
for the 1992 Clinton-Gore campaign. 

Commissioner Carey was a scion of a 
great New York family whose patriarch 
is my friend and political hero, the dis-
tinguished former Governor of New 
York, Hugh L. Carey. 

The loss of Paul Carey at such an 
early age was a blow to the causes he 
fought for as an SEC Commissioner and 
White House official, and of course to 
his loving family and his literally 
thousands of friends, who mourned him 
at a mass of Christian burial at St. 
Patrick’s Cathedral in New York on 
June 18th, and celebrated his life at a 
memorial service here in Washington 
on July 25th. Governor Carey and his 
family honored this Senator by asking 
me to participate in the memorial 
service, which was a wondrous event 
whose other celebrants included former 
SEC Chairman Arthur Levitt; Senator 
CLINTON; former President Clinton; 
Governor Carey; and an audience of 
hundreds of colleagues, Members of the 
Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, and other loved ones. 

All of the remembrances shared at 
the memorial service were special and 
poignant, but none could have been 
more moving or inspiring than the re-
marks of Paul’s father, Governor 
Carey. He told the uplifting story of 
the life of a truly gallant young man. 

I ask unanimous consent that ex-
cerpts of Governor Carey’s remarkable 
statement be printed in the RECORD. 
And on behalf of the Senate, I extend 
our thoughts and prayers to the Carey 
family on the loss of their beloved 
Paul. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXCERPTS FROM REMARKS BY FORMER 
GOVERNOR HUGH L. CAREY 

This extended gathering of Paul’s family, 
both the Carey family and his extended fam-
ily in public service, has been a wonderful 
tribute to Paul. On behalf of our family, I 
would like to thank Rev. Coughlin, President 
Clinton, Senators Clinton and Schumer, Ar-
thur Levitt, Jim Molloy, Mark Patterson, 
Janet Howard and the many great friends 
who were responsible for this day of remem-
brance—and it is, we feel, a celebration, with 
no remorse, no regret. 

When he was about 3 years old, Paul 
showed signs of the peripatetic propensity he 
would continue throughout his life. After 
finding that he was wandering to the neigh-
bors’ houses at all hours, his mother fas-
tened a small cowbell to a soft ribbon around 

his neck. So it became the custom in our 
house to listen for the bell and to ask, 
‘‘where’s Paul?’’ 

Over the years, Paul’s whereabouts gave us 
some concern but even greater satisfaction. 
When we took summer vacations, while oth-
ers took lessons in swimming and water-
skiing, he would accompany his mother to 
Camp Shelter Island, volunteering with dis-
abled teens and adults. Summer after sum-
mer, he began to learn, and to show us, his 
great capacity to help others. 

In 1973, Paul’s mother—who was then wag-
ing her own battle with the illness that was 
to take her the next spring, and later Paul— 
was eager to see the family under one roof. 
She decreed that the Congressional career 
had separated us too often. By agreement, 
we decided to give up Congress for an office 
that would give the family a home. So we 
committed, against all odds, to the race for 
Governor of New York. 

It was in that 1974 campaign that Paul’s 
appetite and zeal for his avocation—cam-
paigning—started to shine. He and his 11 
brothers and sisters took to the road in a 
Winnebago, bringing the Carey campaign 
message to county fairs all summer long. 
And he never stopped reminding me that of 
the 62 counties in New York State, I carried 
all but the one I had to canvass on my own 
after sending my children back to school in 
the fall. 

Later, after his graduation from Colgate, 
Paul embarked on a career in finance. I re-
joiced in the thought that my future comfort 
was assured by the prospect of a string of 
successful IPO’s. But after he faced his ini-
tial surgery and the prospect of a life-threat-
ening illness, he was determined to pursue a 
life in public service. When he told me he 
was offered a fundraising position in a na-
tional campaign, I tried to steer him away, 
but swallowed my initial advice when I saw 
his great enthusiasm and success. Indeed, he 
did an outstanding job in that role, as the 
northeast finance director for the Clinton- 
Gore campaign in 1992, and President Clinton 
has recounted for you how pivotal Paul’s 
help was at a time when it was needed most. 

And when that victory was won, Paul took 
his passion for public service to the White 
House. There, he astounded everyone but 
himself with his accomplishments at the 
command center of the greatest country in 
the world. He mastered legislative detail and 
created relationships on Capitol Hill that 
would help his President and his administra-
tion achieve the most sweeping fiscal reform 
and debt reduction package since Harry Tru-
man and Lyndon Johnson. 

Then suddenly, one Christmas, his life was 
suddenly and cataclysmically threatened by 
the returning disease. But, to our family’s 
lasting gratitude, the brilliant surgeon Dr. 
Murray Brennan and the medical team at 
Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center 
saved Paul’s life and gave him the gift of 
time. And we will always be especially grate-
ful to Dr. Jim Dougherty, who cared for Paul 
for more than 5 years since then and worked 
with him to battle each successive phase of 
the illness while enabling Paul to live his 
life to the fullest. 

I remember that critical time so clearly, 
not only because we almost lost Paul that 
winter, but because I saw a strength and de-
termination in my son that I had never 
known. One morning, after his surgery, when 
I visited his room and saw that he was appar-
ently asleep, under heavy sedation, I told 
Paul’s sister that I was about to leave for Al-
bany for the state of the State address. Paul 
suddenly awoke, sat up, and said clearly and 
adamantly: ‘‘When you get to Albany, you 
tell them that we put money in the budget 
for research and teaching hospitals and 
they’d better be sure they don’t cut it.’’ I 
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took my orders, went to Albany, and carried 
Paul’s message to the legislature. 

Although Paul would continue to battle 
illness over the next 51⁄2 years, he would do it 
on his own terms. He made a deal with Dr. 
Dougherty, to structure his treatments 
around his work schedule. When he became a 
Commissioner of the SEC, he waged a spir-
ited battle for the least powerful, individual 
investor, and never let his illness impair his 
commitment to that work. 

He would sometimes have to travel to the 
Netherlands, to take powerful treatments, 
but he would combine those trips with visits 
to friends at European Embassies, or tours 
with his brothers and sisters through France 
and Italy. 

Among his most memorable journeys was 
the White House delegation’s trip to Ireland 
last winter, where he and I were privileged to 
join President Clinton as he made a farewell 
visit to the country he had guided toward 
peace. 

And this spring we had the honor to attend 
the investiture of new Cardinals by his Holi-
ness Pope John Paul II. On that trip, we vis-
ited many glorious and deeply religious 
sites, including the Basilica of his namesake, 
Saint Paul. 

And although we mark today his passing 
into eternal life, we repeat our belief that 
today is a joyous remembrance, with no re-
morse or regret. 

And there is no need to ask now, ‘‘Where’s 
Paul?’’ Because today we celebrate Paul’s 
Homecoming. We know where Paul is, he’s in 
his mother’s arms. 

And now that Paul’s ascendancy is com-
plete, I wonder if when he arrived at the 
Heavenly Gate, perhaps St. Peter had gone 
fishing as was his custom, and that day St. 
Paul may have been there to greet him. 

If so, Paul may have had a chance to ask 
a question he had long pondered: When St. 
Paul wrote to the Romans and the Colossians 
and the Corinthians, did they ever write 
back? 

But before he’d answer, St. Paul might say, 
I have a question for you: ‘‘Did you bring 
your Rolodex?’’ 

‘‘Why,’’ Paul would ask, ‘‘Would you want 
my Rolodex?’’ 

And St. Paul would answer, ‘‘If it contains 
the names of all the people you helped, and 
the people who helped you, that’s a list we 
want to have!’’ 

So if you were in Paul’s Rolodex, you’re 
halfway to Heaven! 

And you can count on us to be there with 
you, until we all make it the rest of the way. 
Thank you and God bless you! 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I rise 
to join the senior Senator from New 
York, Mr. SCHUMER, in paying tribute 
to the late Paul R. Carey. I was also 
honored to have been invited to speak 
at the memorial service for Paul here 
in Washington last week, and I wish 
every Senator could have been there to 
share in the outpouring of emotion and 
affection for this wonderful young 
man. My husband and I knew Paul 
Carey well and we considered him a 
dear friend. Paul made many impor-
tant contributions to President Clin-
ton’s work in the White House, and he 
remained a close friend after he left 
the White House to become a Commis-
sioner of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission. He touched so many of us 
with his wonderfully passionate atti-
tude toward life and his truly special 
gift for friendship. I join Senator SCHU-
MER in paying tribute to Paul Carey, 
and in expressing condolences to Gov-

ernor Carey, to Paul’s 11 brothers and 
sisters, and to his many friends. He was 
a great New Yorker and we will never 
forget him. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senators from New York, 
Mr. SCHUMER and Mrs. CLINTON, for 
their statements about Paul Carey. I 
also knew Paul and his work, both at 
the SEC and at the White House, and I 
join the Senators from New York in ex-
pressing condolences to his distin-
guished father, Governor Hugh Carey, 
and to the rest of Paul’s family and 
many friends. He was a fine public 
servant and a fine man, and he will be 
sorely missed. 

f 

SALUTE TO JIM GOODNIGHT AND 
HIS ASSOCIATES AT SAS INSTI-
TUTE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this Na-

tion was founded on the principle of 
freedom and, needless to say, Amer-
ica’s free enterprise system is the hall-
mark of our Founding Fathers’ eco-
nomic vision. The news on television 
and in the newspapers report remark-
able success stories, and, indeed, our 
Nation’s most notable businesses were 
founded by men and women who had 
the ideas and the vision, and the cour-
age to convert those visions into in-
credible successes. 

Those of us blessed to live in North 
Carolina are proud of our State’s his-
tory of business successes, citizens like 
Buck Duke who developed a system to 
roll tobacco, William Henry Belk, the 
amazing merchant, whose Main Street 
sidewalk in Monroe grew into a chain 
of high-end department stores. There 
are countless others whose vision and 
faith in the free enterprise system 
made North Carolina one of the leading 
states in which to do business. 

Now then, it’s an honor to salute an-
other remarkable North Carolinian 
who has fulfilled the principles of the 
free enterprise system and thereby de-
veloped the largest privately-held soft-
ware company in the world which, by 
the way, is headquartered in Cary, NC. 
SAS Institute, as it is known, was co- 
founded and now co-owned by James H. 
Goodnight and John P. Sall in 1976. 
Today their dream and wisdom ranks 
as one of North Carolina’s largest em-
ployers. 

This remarkable enterprise was born 
following a research grant from the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture to sev-
eral universities which were seeking 
new ways to analyze enormous volumes 
of agricultural data. A result of this 
grant was the development of the Sta-
tistical Analysis System from which 
SAS takes its name. The customer list 
of SAS is replete with the vast major-
ity of the Fortune 100 companies, plus 
all 14 Federal Government departments 
now use software developed by SAS. 
SAS software is used by customers in 
more than 111 countries around the 
world. It has vast overseas operations 
which are based in Heidelberg. 

I could go on and on reciting the SAS 
company’s business successes but when 

you get down to it SAS is a reflection 
of its leadership. It is important to 
note the innovation of Dr. Goodnight, 
the distinguished Chairman and Chief 
Executive Officer who has created one 
of the most desirable workplace envi-
ronments in America. 

For example, Jim Goodnight had the 
forethought to create an on-site 
childcare center back in 1981 and SAS 
has an extensive medical facility pro-
viding healthcare for all of its associ-
ates on its campus. As a result of such 
creative and family friendly innova-
tions SAS has one of the lowest per-
sonnel turnover rates in the industry; 
moreover SAS has been justifiably 
praised nationally by countless publi-
cations such as Working Mother, For-
tune and Business Week. 

SAS’s longstanding commitment to 
its community, its State and the world 
is evidenced by its significant con-
tributions to multiple charitable orga-
nizations which focus on education and 
technology. 

Jim Goodnight took his personal 
commitment to education further by 
establishing a world-class independent 
co-educational college preparatory day 
school, which is a model for inte-
grating technology into all facets of 
education. 

Its vast campus might easily be con-
fused for that of a major university. 

As the SAS Institute marks its silver 
anniversary, it’s an honor, indeed a 
privilege to join other friends across 
North Carolina in saluting this re-
markable corporate citizen, the great 
leader, Dr. Jim Goodnight, on his in-
credible 25 years. Jim Goodnight’s 
sound business practices, his adherence 
to the principles of the free enterprise 
system, together guarantee another re-
markable 25 years for this great North 
Carolina business. 

f 

GUNS AND TEEN SUICIDE 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we often 

rise on this floor to speak on the sub-
ject of gun violence and what we can do 
to prevent it. The debate frequently 
centers on how we can keep guns out of 
the hands of criminals and what pen-
alty is appropriate for using a gun to 
commit a crime. While the importance 
of these debates cannot be overstated, 
these discussions all too often ignore a 
second related and equally important 
issue—gun-related suicide. 

According to statistics from the 
Brady Campaign to Prevent Gun Vio-
lence, most gun deaths in America are 
not the result of murder, but suicide. 
The numbers are particularly shocking 
for young people. According to the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Preven-
tion, from 1993 through 1997, an average 
of 1,409 young people took their own 
lives with guns each year. The connec-
tion between access to guns and suicide 
is particularly strong. In fact, The 
Brady Campaign reports that the pres-
ence of a gun in the home increases the 
risk of suicide fivefold. 

While this problem cannot simply be 
legislated away, trigger locks and 
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other sensible gun safety measures can 
help limit children’s access to fire-
arms. It is clear that reducing our kids’ 
access to guns can save lives. 

f 

PROTECTING AGAINST WRONGFUL 
CONVICTIONS 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to once again state my strong 
support for legislation that increases 
access to post conviction DNA testing. 

Our judicial system has numerous 
safeguards in place to help protect 
against wrongful convictions of inno-
cent people. The presumption that a 
person is innocent until proven guilty 
beyond a reasonable doubt is one of 
many protections our judicial system 
provides to protect against wrongful 
convictions. Rights to appeal criminal 
convictions are another example. 

Despite these many protections, I 
recognize that wrongful convictions, 
unfortunately, do occur. In my view, 
we must continuously examine our ju-
dicial system to determine if new pro-
tections are available to ensure that 
individuals are not imprisoned for 
crimes they did not commit. 

In the Commonwealth of Virginia, we 
need look no further than the Earl 
Washington case to understand that in-
dividuals can be convicted of crimes 
they did not commit. Washington, a 
mentally retarded man, spent more 
than a decade on death row after being 
convicted for the 1982 rape and murder 
of 19-year-old Rebecca Williams. 

In 1994, Governor Wilder commuted 
Washington’s sentence to life in prison 
as a result of DNA test results. Since 
1994, more sophisticated DNA tests be-
came available, and these tests proved 
conclusively that Washington did not 
commit the rape and murder. As a re-
sult, last year, Governor Gilmore 
granted Washington a full pardon for 
this conviction. Subsequently, the Vir-
ginia General Assembly unanimously 
passed legislation signed into law by 
Governor Gilmore that allows for in-
mate access to post conviction DNA 
testing. 

Certainly, Earl Washington’s case is 
not unique to Virginia. Wrongful con-
victions occur in both Federal and 
State courts all across the country. 
The Washington case, however, makes 
clear to me that post conviction DNA 
testing must be made more available. 

Over the last few years, DNA testing 
has proved to be a reliable means for 
identifying criminals when biological 
evidence exists. While DNA testing is 
standard in today’s investigations, 
such technology was not available even 
a decade ago. DNA is more and more 
frequently used by prosecutors to prove 
guilt. In my view, it should also be 
made available to prove innocence. Ac-
cess to post conviction DNA testing, in 
circumstances where DNA evidence can 
prove innocence, is of utmost impor-
tance to the administration of justice. 

In addition to increasing access to 
DNA testing, we must look at other 
ways to improve the administration of 

justice in our system. The Justice 
Project, a national non-profit organiza-
tion focusing on identifying and solv-
ing issues of fairness in our judicial 
system, reports that since 1973, 95 peo-
ple have been exonerated and released 
from death row. Of those 95 wrongful 
convictions, only 10 were discovered as 
a result of DNA testing. Thus, while 
access to DNA evidence is one new, im-
portant component that we must pur-
sue to protect against wrongful convic-
tions, it cannot be the only avenue we 
pursue. 

We have all read or heard about the 
horrific cases where individuals are 
convicted and sentenced to death after 
a trial where the defense attorney slept 
through portions of the case, was inex-
perienced in death penalty cases, or 
failed to even interview important wit-
nesses. Such incompetency on the part 
of a defense attorney undoubtedly re-
sults in some wrongful convictions. 

Certainly, convicted defendants may 
appeal their conviction to a higher 
court based on the assertion that they 
were denied a constitutional right to 
effective assistance of counsel. How-
ever, I believe that our system, par-
ticularly in the highly complex capital 
punishment cases, can do a better job 
at ensuring effective assistance of 
counsel prior the time a case gets the 
appellate level. 

In this regard, I share the views of 
Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day 
O’Connor, who, in a recent speech, 
stated that perhaps it’s time to look at 
the minimum standards for appointed 
counsel in death cases and adequate 
compensation for appointed counsel 
when they are used. 

Increasing access to post conviction 
DNA testing, and undertaking a closer 
examination of the issue of national, 
minimum standards for appointed 
counsel in death penalty cases, are two 
steps in the right direction to improv-
ing our judicial system and further 
protecting against wrongful convic-
tions. 

My colleague, Senator LEAHY, has 
joined with Senator GORDON SMITH and 
Senator COLLINS in introducing legisla-
tion that improves access to post con-
viction DNA testing and provides for 
minimum standards for appointed 
counsel in death penalty cases. Today, 
I am pleased to join as a cosponsor of 
this important legislation, S. 486, the 
Innocence Protection Act. 

While I do believe that some tech-
nical improvements can be made to the 
Innocence Protection Act, I support its 
overall goal of additional, reasonable, 
protections against wrongful convic-
tions. 

Specifically, the Innocence Protec-
tion Act contains provisions relating 
to habeas corpus reform. Under the 
bill, prisoners in States that do not 
adopt appointed counsel minimum 
competency standards will be subject 
to differing habeas corpus rules than 
prisoners in States which have adopted 
such standards. In my view, habeas 
corpus reform is outside the scope of 

this legislation, and the issue ought to 
be thoroughly examined by the Judici-
ary Committee and addressed in sepa-
rate legislation. 

In addition, the Innocence Protection 
Act directs the Attorney General to 
withhold a portion of the funds award-
ed under the prison grant programs 
from death penalty States that have 
not established or maintained a system 
for providing legal representation in 
capital cases that satisfy the standards 
called for by this bill. In my view, a 
more appropriate way to encourage 
States to adopt minimum competency 
standards would be through awarding 
new grant money for those States that 
adopt such standards. 

Nevertheless, despite these dif-
ferences, the goal of the Innocence Pro-
tection Act is an important one. I look 
forward to working with the sponsors 
of this legislation on these concerns, 
and look forward to working for pas-
sage of legislation that will further 
protect against wrongful convictions. 

f 

IN HONOR OF PURPLE HEART 
MEDAL RECIPIENTS 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize those veterans 
who have earned the Purple Heart 
Medal. My own State of Minnesota has 
recently decided to designate August 7, 
2001 as a day to honor these veterans. 

The Purple Heart Medal was created 
by General George Washington and 
first awarded to soldiers who were 
wounded as a result of actions by an 
enemy of the United States. General 
Washington established the award on 
August 7, 1782. The Purple Heart Medal 
is still awarded to members of our Na-
tion’s armed forces who are wounded 
while protecting our Nation and de-
mocracy. 

Our Government issues several med-
als to soldiers for bravery, good con-
duct and efficiency. However, the Pur-
ple Heart Medal is unique in the fact 
that a soldier who is awarded this 
medal received a wound as a result of 
hostile actions by an enemy of our Na-
tion. As a U.S. Senator and a member 
of the Senate Veterans Affairs Com-
mittee, I have had the opportunity to 
personally thank many of the Purple 
Heart Medal recipients in the State of 
Minnesota for the sacrifice they made 
for our Nation and democracy. I believe 
that every recipient of this distin-
guished award should also receive ap-
propriate acknowledgment from the 
Senate. 

I invite all members of the Senate to 
join me and urge all 50 States to hold 
appropriate ceremonies to honor their 
Purple Heart Medal recipients. 

f 

WE NEED A DRUG CZAR 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, in 
the last several days, I have received a 
copy of the most recent PRIDE survey 
of youth drug use in this country. The 
numbers are not encouraging. In fact, 
the numbers over the last several years 
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have not been encouraging. Drug use 
among teenagers since 1992 has risen 
sharply. This is true for use of more 
traditional drugs, like heroin. It is true 
for the newer or more recently popular 
designer drugs, like meth and now ec-
stasy. 

I have spoken about these trends fre-
quently here and in hearings. The Cau-
cus on International Narcotics Control, 
which I co-chair, has held a number of 
hearings on these dangerous trends and 
their consequences. No one who is fa-
miliar with the details can be anything 
but concerned about what is hap-
pening. No one that is except those 
who seek to legalize drugs in our soci-
ety and make them even more avail-
able than they now are. 

The legalizers, of course, do not 
admit that this is their intent. But it is 
like the old magician’s trick, watch 
the birdie. They cloak their efforts to 
legalize with various disguises. They 
want marijuana for sick people. They 
want treatment not prisons. They want 
compassion not punishment. But it’s 
an old game. It’s just a variation on 
the useful lie: I am for a good cause so 
I don’t have to be honest. Well, as the 
old saying has it, fool me once shame 
on you, fool me twice shame on me. 

And they are trying to fool people 
again. The goal this time is to stop the 
nomination of John Walters to be the 
nation’s drug czar. Their effort is a 
purely cynical one trying to portray 
Mr. Walters as some kind of stone age, 
Neanderthal throwback who is out of 
step with the needs of real drug policy. 
But the policy they really advocate is 
to make drugs more widely available. 
What they object to is that Mr. Walters 
does not accept that. So they have 
begun a campaign to impugn his char-
acter, misstate his views, and mis-
represent the facts and their own goals. 
They do not want strong leadership on 
this issue. 

They are trying to portray Mr. Wal-
ters as a total supply side advocate 
who cares nothing about treatment or 
prevention. They are relying on the 
hope that people will read what they 
have to say about his record rather 
than look at his record. Remember, 
watch the birdie. They hope to block 
his nomination in order not to help 
stop drug use but to clear the way for 
their efforts to legalize. 

The main voices against him have 
come from groups funded by billionaire 
advocates for drug legalization. It is 
coming from a number of journals and 
organizations that are on record favor-
ing drug legalization. They would have 
us believe that their motive for oppos-
ing the President’s candidate to be the 
drug czar is out of concern for treat-
ment and prevention. This is like the 
wolf expecting Little Red Riding Hood 
to believe it is really grandma in the 
bed. 

Some facts. When Mr. Walters was 
the chief of staff for Bill Bennett, the 
first Drug Czar, Walters was a key 
player in helping to ensure that we had 
a serious demand reduction effort as 

part of our policy. In the Bush years, 
demand reduction resources doubled. In 
4 years of that administration, the rate 
of funding for demand was higher than 
in the 8 years of the last administra-
tion. Mr. Walters was a player in mak-
ing that happen in the first Bush ad-
ministration. It is true he spoke out a 
lot on supply reduction. That too was 
part of the President’s strategy and he 
was responsible for helping to imple-
ment that as well. He also became the 
Deputy Director for Supply at ONDCP. 
It was his job to speak on these issues. 
There was a Demand Deputy. It was his 
job to speak on demand issues. You 
will not find a lot of supply talk in Dr. 
Kleber’s public comments. As the de-
mand guru it wasn’t the focus of his 
job. You won’t find a lot of demand 
comments in Mr. Walters’ statements. 
Why do you think that is? 

In the years after he left ONDCP, Mr. 
Walers made numerous public state-
ments. Many of these were before Con-
gress. He was asked by committees in 
Congress responsible for dealing with 
supply issues to speak on them. Is it 
any wonder that most of those concern 
supply reduction? It isn’t a mystery, 
but, remember, watch the birdie. 

Let’s be clear. The objection to Mr. 
Walters is not that he is a supply sider 
or a hawk on demand. It is that he be-
lieves we need a serious drug policy 
that is comprehensive. That is what 
Congress wants and funds. The Presi-
dent has made it clear that that is 
what he wants and expects. It’s the 
President’s policy. As a member of the 
President’s Cabinet, Mr. Walters will 
be a strong voice, a forceful advocate. 
We need that. The major demand 
groups in this country recognize that 
and support him. 

Mr. Walters is not a drug legalizer. 
He is a man committed to stopping the 
flow of illegal drugs across our borders 
and into our schools and neighbor-
hoods. He is committed to prevention 
and effective treatment. He has chil-
dren of his own. He is determined to 
help protect them in their schools from 
the drug pushers among us. He cares 
passionately about this issue. 

That is why I believe the Senate 
needs to move quickly on his nomina-
tion. We need leadership. We need com-
mitment. We need passion. Mr. Walters 
can supply those needs in working with 
Congress to accomplish a common 
goal. The only people who benefit from 
blocking this nomination are the 
legalizers. We should not become their 
unwitting allies. 

I support this nomination. I urge my 
colleagues to join me. It is late in the 
year. The August recess is almost upon 
us. We need to give Mr. Walters a 
speedy hearing and a quick confirma-
tion so that he can get about the Na-
tion’s business. 

f 

JOHN WALTERS NOMINATION 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to encourage my colleagues to 
expedite the nomination of John Wal-

ters to be Director of the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy, ONDCP. 

We continue to be faced with a major 
drug problem in America. Drugs are 
easily available and kids are using 
them. 

While I believe that we must address 
the supply of drugs coming into this 
country, I believe that true achieve-
ment can only come from within our 
Nation. 

We must decrease the demand for 
drugs in America before our efforts to 
stop the flow of drugs can gain any 
measure of success. 

The real challenge is developing a 
multifaceted approach to move us 
down the road to substantial reduction 
in drug use. 

According to the University of Michi-
gan, ‘‘Monitoring the Future’’ survey, 
that has tested students for 20 years, 
for 12 years under the Reagan and Bush 
administrations, drug use went down 
every single year. (University of Michi-
gan, ‘‘Monitoring the Future Study,’’ 
1999.) 

This was done through a commit-
ment to energizing our Nation as a 
whole against this threat. Parents, 
educators, law enforcement officials, 
business and community leaders, and 
the media were all enlisted to create a 
climate of intolerance. 

As a Federal prosecutor in Mobile, 
AL, during these years, I am proud to 
say that I participated in this effort. 

Unfortunately, when the Clinton- 
Gore administration took office, things 
began to change. When President Clin-
ton appeared on MTV and joked about 
whether or not he inhaled marijuana 
by saying ‘‘Maybe I wish I had,’’ he 
began to erode the leadership by exam-
ple that is the crucial first step in the 
war against drugs. 

When President Clinton nominated 
people who did not carry out a tough 
drug policy this further weakened the 
message to our children and to drug 
criminals regarding the importance of 
the war on drugs. 

After taking office, the Clinton-Gore 
Administration all but eliminated the 
Drug Czar’s office, slashing the number 
of employees from 146 to 25. 

It is not a surprise that the same 
University of Michigan study that 
showed the gains we made during the 
Reagan-Bush years, showed that drug 
use had steadily risen among our youth 
during the Clinton-Gore years. 

According to the Monitoring the Fu-
ture Study, since 1992: overall drug use 
among 10th graders increased 55 per-
cent. Marijuana and hashish use among 
10th graders increased 91 percent; her-
oin use among 10th graders increased 92 
percent; cocaine use among 10th grad-
ers increased 133 percent. 

Except for a slight decline in 2000, 
drug use generally increased during the 
Clinton-Gore administration. 

If we are going to make real progress 
in combating drug use in America, we 
must return to the key concepts of 
leadership by example, tough law en-
forcement initiatives, and community 
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involvement. We must also ensure that 
Federal Government programs that are 
meant to combat drug use really do 
work. 

There are those in this body who 
have advocated spending hundreds of 
millions of dollars on increased drug 
treatment. Treatment is very valuable, 
but don’t we get more for our money if 
we prevent individuals from using and 
becoming addicted to drugs in the first 
place. 

President Bush has made a commit-
ment to reducing drug abuse in Amer-
ica. In order to achieve this goal he has 
nominated a strong candidate in Mr. 
Walters. I believe that Mr. Walters will 
provide the strong leadership we so 
desperately need. 

President Bush’s approach will focus 
on reducing the demand for drugs 
through effective education, preven-
tion, treatment, and law enforcement. 

President Bush has nominated Mr. 
Walters for this position because he is 
an experienced leader in reducing the 
demand for and supply of drugs. John 
Walters was indeed a major catalyst 
for the successes achieved during the 
Reagan-Bush years. Indeed during his 
tenure as Assistant to our Drug Czar, 
Bill Bennett, America saw a marked 
and dramatic reduction in drug use. 
The war on drugs was not a failure, it 
was one success after another. 

Some members of the press have fo-
cused on Mr. Walters experience in 
interdiction and law enforcement, but 
he actually started in public service at 
the Department of Education, special-
izing in drug abuse prevention, includ-
ing writing and taking a lead on the 
‘‘Schools Without Drugs’’ prevention 
and education program. 

Mr. Walters went on to serve as the 
ONDCP chief of staff in the first Bush 
administration and later was con-
firmed by the Senate as deputy direc-
tor. We achieved some of our greatest 
victories under his watch. It is obvious 
he has the qualifications and experi-
ence for the job. 

William Bennett, the former director 
of ONDCP and Mr. Walters former boss 
while he was at the agency, has said 
‘‘John is the best person for the job. He 
is one of the three or four most knowl-
edgeable people about the issue and he 
has a deep passion about the job of 
stopping illegal drugs.’’ 

Now more than ever we need strong 
leadership. The Director of ONDCP co-
ordinates all Federal anti-drug efforts, 
but it is also important that the Direc-
tor work more effectively to support 
State and local efforts. President 
Bush’s plan stresses this aspect. 

Let me give you an example of the 
crisis we face. Last year a study was 
released by the National Center for Ad-
diction and Substance Abuse at Colum-
bia University. According to the study, 
adolescents in small-town and rural 
America are much more likely than 
their peers in urban areas to have used 
drugs. 

The study reports that 8th-graders in 
rural areas are 104 percent likelier than 

those in big cities to use amphet-
amines, including methamphetamines, 
and 50 percent likelier to use cocaine. 

Law enforcement officials in Ala-
bama have come to me with major con-
cerns about increased drug use and 
trafficking in the rural parts of the 
South, particularly an alarming rise in 
Methamphetamine use and production. 

We must take steps to reverse this 
alarming trend. We need solid leader-
ship at the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy to address this issue. 
One area were Mr. Walters can have a 
major impact on this problem is in re-
gards to the High Intensity Drug Traf-
ficking Area or HIDTA program. 

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 au-
thorized the Director of ONDCP to des-
ignate areas within the United States 
which exhibit serious drug trafficking 
problems and harmfully impact other 
areas of the country as High Intensity 
Drug Trafficking Areas. 

The HIDTA program provides addi-
tional Federal funds to those areas to 
help eliminate or reduce drug traf-
ficking and its harmful consequences. 
The program enhances and coordinates 
drug control efforts among local, 
State, and Federal law enforcement 
agencies. 

The House and Senate Appropria-
tions Committees have passed in-
creases for the HIDTA program in both 
versions of the Treasury Postal Appro-
priations bills. Much of these funds will 
be left to the discretion of the director 
of ONDCP. 

We need immediate, strong, and com-
petent leadership at ONDCP to ensure 
that issues like this are properly ad-
dressed. The funding must flow to the 
areas with the most need, where law 
enforcement can make a real dif-
ference. Mr. Walters has the knowledge 
and expertise to make these types of 
important decisions. 

Mr. Walters can also provide strong 
leadership in our overall Federal ef-
forts. Our Federal campaign against 
drugs is spread over a number of agen-
cies, including the Justice, Treasury, 
and Defense Departments. We need 
strong leadership to ensure that these 
efforts are coordinated. I have become 
concerned in recent months that per-
haps some of these agencies efforts 
have become repetitive. 

I have requested that the GAO study 
these efforts to ensure that is not hap-
pening. Mr. Walters has the expertise 
to take a close look at all our efforts to 
ensure that our dollars are being sent 
wisely. 

I believe we can make a real dif-
ference in the problems with drugs in 
America. Under President Bush and 
Mr. Walters leadership, I know we can 
send a clear message to our youth that 
drugs use is dangerous and just plain 
wrong. We can also send a clear mes-
sage to drug dealers, that there activi-
ties will not be tolerated. 

I urge my colleagues to move toward 
confirmation of John Walters nomina-
tion. This is not an area where we can 
afford to delay. 

KOREAN GOVERNMENT SUBSIDIES 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise 

today to express my extreme concern 
about developments in the Republic of 
Korea that have far reaching negative 
implications for U.S. semiconductor 
companies. I am referring to the mas-
sive and unjustified government bail-
out that the South Korean government 
is providing to Hyundai Electronics, 
now known as Hynix. 

To date, the South Korean Govern-
ment and the government-owned banks 
have given Hynix over $4 billion in 
loans and other types of financing 
which carry the guarantee of the gov-
ernment of Korea. This is a subsidy 
pure and simple. As if this is not bad 
enough, however, two Wall Street 
Journal articles over the past week re-
port that the Korean government is 
now planning on giving Hynix an addi-
tional billion dollars to keep them sol-
vent. 

In the year 2000, Hynix was the 
world’s largest producer of dynamic 
random access memory, or DRAM, an 
important type of memory semicon-
ductor that is used in everything from 
personal computers to satellites. Hynix 
has captured over 24 percent of the 
world semiconductor market. However, 
Hynix achieved such a large share of 
the global market not because it is par-
ticularly good at making DRAMs, but 
because it borrowed excessively and 
built up enormous capacity. 

Now, Hynix is broke and cannot 
repay the loans it took out to finance 
its expansion. Verging on bankruptcy, 
Hynix has been kept alive by the South 
Korean government through infusions 
of new cash. Far from solving the com-
pany’s problems, however, these gov-
ernment subsidies are just plunging 
Hynix deeper into debt. This behavior 
circumvents normal market forces and 
has very severe implications for the 
companies in the U.S. and the rest of 
the world that are forced to compete 
with Hynix’s illegally subsidized prod-
ucts. 

Over the past several months, the 
Korean government has given assur-
ances to me, to my colleague Senator 
CRAPO, and other members of this 
body, as well as Ambassador Zoellick, 
Secretary Evans and Secretary O’Neill, 
that the Korean government will stop 
giving these subsidies to Hynix, sub-
sidies that clearly violate our inter-
national trade agreements. Now, the 
Korean government seems poised to 
violate these assurances completely, 
destroying the U.S. semiconductor in-
dustry in the process. 

I call on the Korean government to 
stop subsidizing Hynix, to stop this dis-
tortion of the international semicon-
ductor market, and to let Hynix sink 
or swim on its own. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, as 
we are all aware, the Internet has revo-
lutionized communication and busi-
ness. Unfortunately, it also provides a 
new tool for some very traditional vil-
lains: child molesters. While it is al-
ready a Federal crime to cross State 
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lines to sexually molest a minor, in re-
cent years the number of people using 
the Internet to violate this law has 
skyrocketed. According to a report 
issued to Congress last year by the Na-
tional Center for Missing and Exploited 
Children, NCMEC, one in five children, 
aged 10–17, were sexually solicited over 
the Internet in 1999. And from 1998–2000 
alone, the FBI’s cybermolester case-
load increased by 550 percent. 

Unfortunately, loopholes in the cur-
rent law allow some of these predators 
to escape without any real con-
sequences. Because most 
cybermolesters are well-educated, mid-
dle-class, and have no previous crimi-
nal record, many judges are giving 
them laughably light sentences. Iron-
ically, the purveyors of child-pornog-
raphy receive mandatory ten-year sen-
tences, but those who use the Internet 
to meet children and act out porno-
graphic fantasies often receive no jail 
time at all. 

We need to end the double standard 
that gives lighter sentences to a spe-
cial set of privileged criminals. For 
this reason, last week I re-introduced 
my Cybermolesters Enforcement Act 
to ensure that these new on-line mo-
lesters are apprehended and brought to 
justice. Like last year, my bill provides 
for a five-year mandatory minimum 
sentence for those who abuse the Inter-
net in an effort to sexually abuse 
America’s children, but it does not 
change the maximum sentence pro-
vided by Federal law. 

This year, the bill contains two addi-
tional provisions to help the Bureau 
apprehend these abusers and destroy 
their disgusting wares. First, my bill 
would allow law enforcement to obtain 
a Federal wiretap on those suspected of 
committing certain child sexual exploi-
tation offenses, such as transmitting 
computer-generated child pornography, 
enticing a minor to travel for sexual 
activity, or transporting a minor for 
sexual activity. Adding these offenses 
to the list of crimes for which Federal 
law enforcement may obtain wiretaps 
will significantly increase the ability 
of the authorities to detect and inter-
dict those who use the Internet to send 
pornography to minors and then ar-
range to meet them for unlawful sexual 
activity. As with any other wiretap re-
quest, though, the government first 
must demonstrate probable cause to 
the satisfaction of a Federal judge in 
order to use this important tool. 

Second, this year my bill would clas-
sify child pornography as contraband. 
Illegal drugs and counterfeit currency 
are already defined as contraband, and 
child pornography is at least as dan-
gerous to our society. Classifying child 
pornography as contraband would en-
able law enforcement officials to seize 
it based upon probable cause and de-
stroy it automatically after its use as 
evidence is no longer needed. Further-
more, treating this odious material as 
contraband will likely lead to in-
creased cooperation from commercial 
entities, such as Internet service pro-

viders, which are unwittingly used by 
child pornographers to store and trans-
mit this disgusting material. Because 
no customer can claim a legitimate 
property interest in contraband, these 
entities will be free to seize child por-
nography, delete its presence on the 
Internet, and send the images to law 
enforcement without fear of civil li-
ability from their customers. 

The Cybermolesters Enforcement Act 
addresses a real and chilling threat to 
our Nation’s children. It will support 
the FBI’s ‘‘Innocent Images’’ program, 
which is on the front lines of the battle 
against on-line pedophiles. Both Ernie 
Allen, President of the NCMEC, and by 
John Walsh of ‘‘America’s Most Want-
ed’’ have endorsed it. ‘‘Predators are 
hiding behind the relative anonymity 
of the Internet to target children,’’ 
said Mr. Allen. ‘‘While we’re making 
enormous progress in addressing this 
problem, it is clear that too many of 
these cases are not being viewed in a 
serious way by the courts. Senator 
MCCONNELL’s bill sends a loud, clear 
message that enticing children for sex-
ual purposes over the Internet is just 
as illegal and just as dangerous as 
doing it in a shopping mall or play-
ground,’’ said Allen. And John Walsh 
notes that ‘‘yesterday’s child molesters 
are today’s cybermolesters. Senator 
MCCONNELL’s bill is a comprehensive 
approach to fighting these despicable 
crimes. It helps the FBI track down 
these criminals, allows the Bureau to 
seize their perverse wares, and makes 
sure we do not let them escape jus-
tice.’’ 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
initiative, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article by George Will 
outlining the problem of 
cybermolesters be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 23, 2000] 

NASTY WORK 

(By George F. Will) 

To visit a crime scene, turn on your com-
puter. Log on to a list of ‘‘bulletin boards’’ 
or real-time chat rooms, which come and go 
rapidly. Look for names like 
‘‘Ilovemuchyoungerf’’ (‘‘f’’ stands for fe-
males) or ‘‘vryvryvrybrlylegal’’ or 
‘‘Moms’nsons’’ or ‘‘likemyung.’’ 

The Internet, like the telephone and auto-
mobile before it, has created new possibili-
ties for crime. Some people wielding com-
puters for criminal purposes are being com-
bated by FBI agents working out of an office 
park in Calverton, Md. 

The FBI operation, named Innocent Im-
ages, targets cyber-stalkers seeking sex with 
children, and traffickers in child pornog-
raphy. As one agent here says, ‘‘Business is 
good—unfortunately.’’ Criminal sexual ac-
tivity on the Internet is a growth industry. 

In many homes, children are the most 
competent computer users. They are as com-
fortable on the Internet as their parents are 
on the telephone. On the Web, children can 
be pen pals with the entire world, instantly 
and at minimal cost. But the world contains 
many bad people. Parents should take seri-
ously a cartoon that shows two dogs working 

on computers. One says to the other, ‘‘When 
you’re online, no one knows you’re a dog.’’ 

A child does not know if the person with 
whom he or she is chatting is another child 
or a much older person with sinister inten-
tions. The typical person that the agents call 
a ‘‘traveler’’—someone who will cross state 
lines hoping to have a sexual encounter with 
a child—is a white male age 25–45. He has 
above-average education—often an advanced 
degree, and he can find his way around the 
Internet—and above-average income, ena-
bling him to travel. Many ‘‘travelers’’ are 
married. 

But these cyber-stalkers do not know if 
the person with whom they are chatting is 
really, as they think, a young boy or girl, or 
an FBI agent. Some ‘‘travelers’’ who thought 
they had arranged meetings with children 
have been unpleasantly surprised, arrested, 
tried and jailed. 

Since the first arrest under Innocent Im-
ages in 1995, there have been 487 arrests of 
‘‘travelers’’ and pornographers, and 409 con-
victions. Most of the 78 nonconvictions are 
in cases still pending. The conviction rate is 
above 95 percent. However, the FBI is dis-
tressed by light sentences from some judges 
who justify their leniency by the fact that 
the offenders are socially upscale and first 
offenders. (Actually, probably not: How like-
ly is it that they get caught the first time 
they become predators?) Lenient judges also 
call the crime ‘‘victimless’’ because it is an 
FBI agent, not a child, receiving the offend-
er’s attention. 

Agents are trained to avoid entrapment, 
and predators usually initiate talk about 
sexual encounters. But children implicitly 
raise the subject by visiting such chat 
rooms. Most children recoil when sexual 
importunings become overt. (‘‘When you 
come to meet me, make sure you’re not 
wearing any underwear.’’) But some 
importunings, including gifts and sympa-
thetic conversation about the problems of 
children, are cunning, subtle and effective. 

Publicity about Innocent Images may 
deter some predators, but most are driven to 
risk-taking by obsessions. America Online 
and other service providers look for suspect 
chat rooms and close those they spot, but 
they exist in such rapidly changing profusion 
that there are always many menacing ones 
open. 

Digital cameras, and the plunging price of 
computer storage capacity for downloaded 
photographs, have made this, so to speak, 
the golden age of child pornography. The 
fact that the mere possession of it is a crime 
does not deter people from finding, in the 
blizzard of Internet activities, like-minded 
people to whom they say things like, ‘‘I’m 
interested in pictures of boys 6 to 8 having 
sex with adults.’’ 

A booklet available from any FBI office, 
‘‘A Parent’s Guide to Internet Safety,’’ lists 
signs that a child might be at risk online. 
These include the child’s being online for 
protracted periods, particularly at night. 
Being online like that is the unenviable duty 
of FBI agents running Innocent Images. 

Each of the FBI’s 56 field offices has an of-
ficer trained to seek cyber-stalkers and traf-
fickers in child pornography. Ten offices 
have Innocent Images operations. Agents as-
signed to Innocent Images can spend as 
many as 10 hours a day monitoring the sex-
ual sewer that is a significant part of the 
‘‘information superhighway.’’ So the FBI 
looks for ‘‘reluctant volunteers’’ who, while 
working, are given psychological tests to see 
that they are not becoming ‘‘damaged 
goods.’’ Whatever these agents are being 
paid, they are underpaid. 
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, as momentum builds for the 
deployment of missile defense and the 
abandonment of the obsolete ABM 
Treaty, those who oppose missile de-
fense are getting more and more des-
perate in their arguments. One argu-
ment that we’re hearing with more fre-
quency is the threat of the suitcase 
bomb. This argument maintains that 
we shouldn’t be spending our scarce de-
fense dollars on ballistic missile de-
fense when there are easier and cheaper 
ways a potential enemy could deliver a 
weapon of mass destruction to the 
United States. Rogue states could just 
smuggle a bomb in on a ship, or put it 
in a suitcase in New York, or drop bio-
logical weapons into our water supply. 
A missile defense system won’t do any-
thing to stop a suitcase bomb, so it 
must be a waste of money, or so the ar-
gument goes. 

This argument is repeated with such 
frequency, it might be useful to state 
for the record why it misses the point. 

Let me state the most obvious reason 
first. The presence of one kind of 
threat doesn’t mean you shouldn’t also 
defend against other threats. Imagine 
if this logic were applied consistently 
to our approach to national defense. 
Why have an army if you can be at-
tacked by sea? Or, why have air de-
fenses if you can be attacked by land? 
Such reasoning is absurd. If we refused 
to defend against one threat simply be-
cause other threats exist, we would end 
up completely defenseless. 

National defense capabilities are like 
insurance policies: we hope we never 
have to use them, but the consequences 
of not having them could be cata-
strophic. No one would argue that be-
cause you have auto insurance you 
shouldn’t also buy insurance for your 
house. However, opponents of missile 
defense argue that you don’t need in-
surance against ballistic missiles, but 
that you only need insurance against 
suitcase bombs and other terrorist 
threats. 

I think we would all agree that a po-
tential adversary would likely try to 
exploit any perceived vulnerabilities in 
our defenses. This is only logical. If the 
U.S. forgoes the capability to repel a 
missile attack, that creates a powerful 
incentive for our adversaries to seek a 
ballistic missile capability. Once again, 
this is only logical. 

I would like to emphasize that de-
fending against the so-called suitcase 
bomb threats is not an alternative to 
defending against ballistic missiles, as 
opponents of missile defense assert. We 
must do both. We have an obligation to 
do both. 

Keep in mind that terrorist acts, 
such as those that would be per-
petrated by a suitcase bomb, serve pur-
poses entirely different from ballistic 
missiles. The surreptitious placement 
and detonation of a weapon, such as oc-
curred at the World Trade Center or in 
Oklahoma City, is intended to disrupt 
society by spreading terror. Such acts 

depend on covert action and their goal 
is the actual use of the weapon. That’s 
not why nations acquire ballistic mis-
siles. 

How many times have we heard oppo-
nents of missile defense drag out the 
tired cliche ‘‘Missiles have a return ad-
dress!’’ as though that somehow de-
values them. The opposite is true, mis-
siles derive their value from the knowl-
edge of their existence and the belief 
that they might be used. Of course 
they have a return address; their own-
ers want to make sure we know it. The 
point is not, as it is with terrorist 
weapons, to hide the existence of bal-
listic missiles, but to broadcast it. The 
ability to coerce the United States 
with ballistic missiles depends on our 
belief that a potential adversary has 
nuclear missile and would be willing to 
use them against us. We called this 
principle deterrence when the Soviet 
Union was in existence. However, in 
the hands of a dictator, deterrence can 
quickly become coercion and black-
mail. 

Those who argue that missile defense 
is not necessary as long as a potential 
adversary could use a suitcase bomb er-
roneously assume that the goal of a 
rogue state in having a ballistic mis-
sile is to use it somewhere. This is not 
necessarily correct. These rogue states 
recognize that ballistic missiles armed 
with nuclear warheads provide an effec-
tive way to coerce the United States. 
Imagine a dictator who could stand up 
to the United States with a nuclear 
missile, knowing full well that there is 
nothing the United States can do to de-
fend itself. 

There is another huge difference be-
tween the terrorist act and the bal-
listic missile—we are actively fighting 
against terrorism but doing nothing 
whatsoever to protect ourselves 
against ballistic missiles. Last year, 
the United States spent around $11 bil-
lion in counter terrorism programs, 
more than double what we spent on the 
entire missile defense program, includ-
ing theater missile defenses. Spending 
this year on counter terrorism pro-
grams will be even higher. And that 
layer of defense is working, as evi-
denced last year by the successful 
interdiction of terrorist infiltration at-
tempts on our northern border. 
Counter terrorism is an important as-
pect of our national security program 
and we need to continue to be vigilant 
and to dedicate the necessary resources 
to it. But we have no defense against 
ballistic missiles, and we cannot con-
tinue to have this glaring vulnerability 
in our defenses. 

For those opponents of missile de-
fense, I pose the following questions. 
Why are nations like North Korea and 
Iran spending billions of dollars on the 
development of ballistic missiles? Are 
they irrational, spending money on 
things they don’t need? I think that’s 
highly unlikely. I think a better expla-
nation is that the leaders of such na-
tions see tremendous value in such 
weapons. They understand that the 

only way to counter the power of the 
United States and reduce its influence 
is to exploit its vulnerabilities. I think 
they have surveyed the landscape and 
have correctly perceived that our one 
glaring vulnerability is our utter de-
fenselessness against ballistic missile 
attack. And I think they have realized 
that ballistic missiles, with their re-
turn address painted right on the side 
in big bright letters, can be instru-
ments of coercion without ever being 
launched. 

That is a purpose very different from 
the one served by suitcase bombs, and 
it is time opponents of missile defense 
stopped pretending otherwise. 

f 

THE FISCAL YEAR 2002 VA–HUD 
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I regret 
that, once again, I was compelled to 
oppose this appropriations bill. At the 
outset, I should make it clear that 
there are many worthwhile items con-
tained within it. Above all, I am 
pleased that the committee has pro-
vided significant increases in funding 
for veterans’ health care, veterans’ 
medical research, State veterans home 
construction and other vital programs 
that serve those who have sacrificed 
for our Nation. 

Nevertheless, I cannot endorse the 
order of priority accorded to the var-
ious programs funded within this bill. I 
object to leaving veterans’ needs 
unmet while funding hundreds of ear-
marked projects. And I regret that our 
appropriations process compels Mem-
bers to, in effect, choose between vot-
ing for rightly popular veterans’ pro-
grams and voting against wasteful so-
cial spending. 

For a number of years, I have ques-
tioned the desirability of grouping 
agencies with unrelated missions into 
omnibus appropriations bills, and I 
have cited the VA–HUD bill as the best 
illustration of the problem. Despite my 
strong support for veterans benefits I 
have, more often than not, voted 
against the VA–HUD bill since I came 
to the Senate, because I believed that 
the spending levels and earmarks in 
the HUD portion could not be defended. 

We all know that HUD is a Depart-
ment fraught with serious problems, as 
detailed repeatedly by the General Ac-
counting Office, which to this day, 
classifies HUD as the only ‘‘high risk’’ 
executive branch agency at the Cabinet 
level. Yet the bill before us provides 
HUD with a robust nine percent in-
crease, bigger than the increase pro-
vided for veterans. 

The HUD title also includes eleven 
pages of earmarked projects, the vast 
bulk of them in States represented by 
appropriators. If past history is any 
guide, the final list of earmarks will 
grow beyond what is in this bill, or the 
House bill. 

Last night, I reluctantly voted 
against the amendment offered by the 
senior Senator from Minnesota, be-
cause I believed that the additional 
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funding for veterans’ health it provided 
needed to be, and could have been, fully 
offset. The first $140 million could be 
found in those eleven pages of ear-
marks! 

Another $420 million could be found 
in the allocation for AmeriCorps, 
former President Clinton’s program to 
pay salaries and benefits to ‘‘volun-
teers.’’ 

Nearly all of the remaining $90 mil-
lion could be found by reclaiming for 
veterans money this bill allocates for 
federally-funded community computer 
centers, an unauthorized expenditure. 

It is all about priorities, you see, and 
the priorities in this bill are out of 
whack. 

Finally, I must reiterate my dis-
appointment with the failure of the 
Senate to adopt needed reforms to re-
store equity in the formula used to dis-
tribute funding for wastewater needs to 
the various States. Although the man-
agers graciously adopted my amend-
ment urging the authorizing com-
mittee to act this year to address the 
need for reform, the Senate has lost a 
real opportunity to bring this out-
moded formula into the 21st century. 

f 

WILDFIRE TRAGEDIES 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise today to reflect on a tragedy that 
weighs very heavy upon my heart. Last 
month four firefighters were killed in a 
conflagration in Washington State’s 
Okanogan National Forest. My prayers 
and thoughts are with the families of 
Tom Craven, Devin Weaver, Jessica 
Johnson, and Karen FitzPatrick. Their 
service and bravery will not be forgot-
ten. 

This tragedy, like those at Mann 
Gulch and Storm King Mountain, re-
minds us of the very real, imminent 
and often hidden specter of wildfire. 
While Congress and the Administration 
have made a commendable commit-
ment to fighting and preventing wild-
fire, this most recent tragedy raises 
valid concerns about potential admin-
istrative and regulatory barriers to re-
sponsible fire management. 

There are reports that conflicting au-
thorities, involving the requirements 
to protect bull trout under the Endan-
gered Species Act, delayed a water drop 
on the fire for nearly 12 hours, during 
which time the fire grew from 25 to 
2,500 acres. I am aware that the Forest 
Service is investigating this matter, 
and in no way want to comment on the 
verity of this report. The fact that 
such an occurrence is possible, how-
ever, is cause enough for great alarm, 
and a call for immediate attention by 
this body and the administration. 

I would pose two questions to my col-
leagues: What obstacles are preventing 
the protection of human life during 
emergency situations? If there is inde-
cision in the face of danger, is there 
also inconsistency in our laws, and our 
priorities as a government? 

There is a clause in the Endangered 
Species Act, ESA, that provides for 

threats to human life. It says that ‘‘No 
civil penalty shall be imposed if it can 
be shown . . . that the defendant com-
mitted an act based on a good faith be-
lief that he was acting to protect him-
self . . . or any other individual from 
bodily harm, from any endangered spe-
cies.’’ This is the ‘‘charging bear’’ sce-
nario, which I believe in spirit, should 
apply to any conflict between human 
and animal life. 

As the Forest Service investigates 
this tragedy, I believe that clarity 
should be given to all Federal land 
management agencies, as well as the 
National Marine Fisheries Service, 
NMFS, giving explicit authority, in 
emergency situations, to take without 
reservation necessary actions to pre-
vent the loss of human life. While this 
authority is consistent with the En-
dangered Species Act, it seems to be 
constrained by a bureaucracy that has 
repeatedly turned a blind eye to the 
human side of natural disasters. 

I also want to express my disappoint-
ment in one of the government’s 
missed opportunities to prevent wild-
fire threats in the first place. The Na-
tional Fire Plan provided a landmark 
level of funding to reduce hazardous 
fuel loads on 3.2 million acres of public 
lands. In addition, the Forest Service 
and NMFS entered into a Memorandum 
of Agreement to streamline the ESA 
consultation process for fuels reduction 
projects while protecting salmon habi-
tat. NMFS was consequently given $4 
million to accomplish this. Over a 
month ago, thirty NMFS biologists 
were sent to the Pacific Northwest to 
expedite these consultations. It ap-
pears that, to date, they have not been 
assigned a single project. In addition, 
testimony from the General Account-
ing Office this week reported that 
there are serious flaws in the imple-
mentation of the National Fire Plan, 
including interagency cooperation. 

When I go home to Oregon tomorrow 
I want to tell my constituents, includ-
ing my friends and neighbors, that 
‘‘help is on the way.’’ In order to do 
that, I must be confident that this 
body will exert every power at its dis-
posal to protect our citizens, and our 
forests, from Nature’s disasters, and 
our own. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO LANCE ARMSTRONG 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, in 
the world of sports, there are competi-
tions, there are grueling tests of 
strength and endurance, and there is 
the Tour de France. For 22 days— 
through 20 different stages—over 2,286 
miles—over mountains—across val-
leys—through cities—some of the 
world’s greatest athletes ride. They 
compete against each other, the ele-
ments, the terrain and themselves, pri-
marily with the hope of simply com-
pleting the ride. 

Competing in the Tour de France, 
there are the great athletes, there are 
the elite athletes, and there is Lance 
Armstrong. On his Circum Vitae, 

Lance might list himself as a two time 
Olympian, a two time US Champion, 
World Champion, or—a feat boasted by 
only eight riders since the beginning of 
the tour in 1903—a three time Tour de 
France winner. 

On this past Sunday, July 29, the 29 
year old Texan pulled up to the 
Champs-Elysees, six minutes and 44 
seconds ahead of his next closest com-
petitor. It was his third victory at the 
Tour de France in as many years. 
While he has been reluctant to accept 
the title, many of his fellow cyclists 
consider him to be ‘‘the Patron’’—the 
unquestioned boss of the race. 

However, as remarkable as his com-
petitive achievements may be, Mr. 
Armstrong’s Circum Vitae has one ad-
dition that establishes him as a truly 
remarkable human being—he is a can-
cer survivor. With the same fortitude 
that carried him over 6 peaks in the 
Pyrenees, Mr. Armstrong defeated 
choriocarcinoma, an aggressive form of 
testicular cancer. By the time it was 
discovered, the cancer had spread to, 
and established itself in, Mr. Arm-
strong’s abdomen, lungs and brain. 
Some of the 11 masses in the talented 
young cyclist’s lungs were the size of 
golf balls. According to medical 
science, Mr. Armstrong had an esti-
mated 50/50 chance of survival. Need-
less to say, the odds of his ever return-
ing to the sport he loved were more 
slim. 

However, as has been made obvious 
in the last three tours, Lance Arm-
strong is a man of great determination. 
Since 1997, Mr. Armstrong has been 
cancer free. Despite having endured 
brain surgery, the removal of a testicle 
and intense chemotherapy, he has re-
turned to and excelled in one of the 
toughest competitions in the history of 
sport. 

Beyond his professional triumphs, 
Mr. Armstrong has lived a fulfilled per-
sonal life. In 1998, Lance Armstrong 
and Kristen Richard were joined as 
husband and wife. In 1999, the couple 
were blessed with the birth of their 
first son, Luke David. 

Beyond his incredible professional 
and personal triumphs, Mr. Armstrong 
has become a beacon of hope to his 
community. Through his work with the 
Lance Armstrong Foundation, Mr. 
Armstrong has greatly benefitted the 
causes of research, early detection and 
treatment, and survivorship. The name 
Lance Armstrong has come to signify 
hope for cancer patients and their fam-
ilies. 

So, I rise today not to congratulate 
Mr. Armstrong, but to thank him. He 
has meant a great deal to a great many 
people. The word ‘‘hero’’ is, in my opin-
ion, overused in the world of sports. 
Lance Armstrong is a hero. 

f 

THE BUDGET OUTLOOK 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, on July 
20 the senior Senator from the great 
State of North Dakota made a series of 
thought-provoking comments on the 
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floor of the Senate. Many of those com-
ments related to a speech Larry 
Lindsey, President Bush’s economic ad-
visor and a distinguished public serv-
ant, delivered in Philadelphia on July 
19. 

In his statement my colleague al-
leges that Dr. Lindsey misrepresented 
his views on raising taxes at a time of 
economic slowdown. In fact, on page 12 
of his speech, Dr. Lindsey said, ‘‘In re-
cent hearings conducted by Senator 
CONRAD at which Budget Director Dan-
iels testified, the Senator agreed that 
raising taxes this year might not be a 
good idea given the economy. But he 
went on to be clear that next year 
might be different. He hinted at a tax 
increase in 2002, just as the economy is 
recovering.’’ 

If, when he made his remarks on the 
floor of the Senate, Senator CONRAD 
had not seen a copy of Dr. Lindsey’s 
speech, I can well understand that he 
may not have realized that his allega-
tion on the matter of his favoring a tax 
increase this year was false. As to Sen-
ator CONRAD’s views on the advisability 
of a tax increase next year, I must say 
that the transcript of his floor state-
ment on July 20 only reinforces the 
view that he might support a tax in-
crease next year when the economy is 
growing more robustly. Independent 
observers have drawn the same conclu-
sion about Senator CONRAD’s views 
from his public statements. Robert 
Samuelson, in the July 11 Washington 
Post wrote, ‘‘To protect on-budget sur-
pluses, Conrad says the Bush adminis-
tration has ‘an affirmative obligation 
to come up with spending cuts or new 
revenue (tax increases).’’’ If this is not 
the case, and Senator CONRAD is op-
posed to tax increases next year, I can 
assure you that I would applaud his de-
cision. 

In his Philadelphia speech, Dr. 
Lindsey provided compelling reasons 
why we should not even be talking 
about the possibility of raising taxes 
next year. First, a tax increase next 
year would undermine the sense of per-
manence associated with this year’s 
tax cut. That sense of permanence is 
key to the success of this year’s tax 
cut. Talk of increasing taxes, or of re-
pealing the tax cut next year, thus re-
duces the effectiveness of this year’s 
tax cut. Furthermore, you need only 
look at Japan’s experience when it in-
creased taxes early in an expansion. It 
wasn’t pretty. 

A second point of concern in this dia-
logue involves the timing of the tax 
cut. I am pleased to discover the 
amount of agreement between the ad-
ministration and Senator CONRAD on 
the need for a fiscal stimulus this year. 
When he announced his tax program in 
December, 1999, the President said that 
the country may need an insurance 
policy. Thus, while he proposed a basic 
plan involving a 5-year phase-in, the 
President left flexible the actual tim-
ing of his tax reduction, explicitly let-
ting it depend on macroeconomic cir-
cumstances. In January he indicated a 

need to work with Congress on an ac-
celeration of the tax cut. And in his 
formal proposal in February, the Presi-
dent said explicitly, ‘‘I want to work 
with you to give our economy an im-
portant jump-start by making tax re-
lief retroactive.’’ That was a full 
month before the distinguished senior 
Senator from North Dakota proposed 
his $60 billion tax cut proposal for this 
year. 

Fortunately, Congress did pass a fis-
cal stimulus for 2001. Senator CONRAD’s 
floor statement indicates support for a 
$60 billion tax reduction this year. 
That figure is very close to the $74 bil-
lion figure that actually passed and 
was signed into law. I don’t believe 
that the $14 billion difference in these 
figures could be the basis for Senator 
CONRAD’s assertion that the adminis-
tration is ‘‘driving us into the fiscal 
ditch,’’ especially given a $2 trillion 
Federal budget and the Senator’s ap-
parent support for cutting taxes during 
an economic slowdown. 

Furthermore, the spending side of 
the fiscal year 2001 budget was deter-
mined last fall under President Clin-
ton. At that time, the President and 
the Congress increased discretionary 
spending by more than 8 percent. Had 
that rate of spending increase been sus-
tained, we certainly would have deficit 
problems later this decade. Fortu-
nately President Bush proposed a budg-
et, and Congress adopted a budget reso-
lution, with a sharp deceleration of 
that rate of spending increase. 

Looking forward, a comparison of the 
Democratic alternative that Senator 
CONRAD referred to in his remarks and 
the bill that actually passed is instruc-
tive. For example, in fiscal year 2002 
the bill that passed the Congress and 
was signed by the President was scored 
at $38 billion. By comparison, the 
Democratic alternative was scored at 
$64 billion. Would the Democratic al-
ternative tax proposal have driven us 
into the ‘‘fiscal ditch’’ deeper and fast-
er than the President’s budget? 

In fiscal year 2003, the relevant scor-
ing by Congress’ Joint Committee on 
Taxation shows the bill that actually 
passed cost $91 billion while the Demo-
cratic alternative cost $83 billion. In 
fiscal year 2004 the figures were $108 
billion for the bill that actually passed 
and $101 billion for the Democratic al-
ternative. In fiscal year 2005 the actual 
legislation cost $107 billion while the 
Democratic alternative cost $115 bil-
lion. Surely this $7 billion difference 
between the two bills over a three year 
period cannot plausibly be labeled 
‘‘driving us into the fiscal ditch’’ ei-
ther. 

One must assume that Senator CON-
RAD’s assertions are based on the long- 
term revenue effects of the President’s 
proposal. Yet, in fiscal year 2006 and 
later no one is forecasting anything 
but a large budget surplus. Thus, it is 
hard to find any factual basis for 
claims that the President’s tax plan is 
‘‘driving us into the fiscal ditch’’ by 
any definition of that term that does 

not also apply to the proposals Senator 
CONRAD and his Democrat colleagues 
advanced during the budget debate. 

It is apparent from Senator CONRAD’s 
remarks that he and Dr. Lindsey differ 
on the proper measure of fiscal tight-
ness. Dr. Lindsey asserted in his speech 
that the best measure of the Govern-
ment’s effect on the financial markets 
is the Unified Budget Surplus. This was 
a concept created by a special commis-
sion appointed by President Lyndon 
Johnson and has been in use for more 
than 30 years. It has long been the 
standard for non-partisan analysis of 
the budget. For good measure, on page 
fifteen of his speech, Dr. Lindsey 
quoted Robert Samuelson regarding 
the usefulness of alternative defini-
tions. 

As to the appropriate size of the uni-
fied surplus, I concur wholeheartedly 
with the administration’s view that 
the unified surplus should be at least 
as large as the Social Security surplus. 
Dr. Lindsey outlined in his Philadel-
phia speech why this is appropriate. 
But, Senator CONRAD and Dr. Lindsey 
disagree fundamentally regarding the 
right term to apply to Medicare. As Dr. 
Lindsey stated in his speech, every dol-
lar of Medicare premiums paid by bene-
ficiaries and every dollar of Medicare 
taxes paid by workers and their em-
ployers is spent on Medicare. In addi-
tion, Medicare receives $50 billion in 
extra money from the rest of the Fed-
eral budget. Frankly, the ‘‘surplus’’ 
concept does not make much sense 
under the circumstances. 

In his floor speech Senator CONRAD 
made an analogy to ‘‘defense,’’ noting 
that all of its funding is paid for from 
the rest of the Federal budget. But no 
one talks of a ‘‘defense surplus.’’ In-
deed, the concept of a ‘‘surplus’’ in a 
program that requires net inflows from 
the rest of the budget seems to make 
little sense. I therefore do not see why 
references to the budgetary funding of 
defense conceivably supports the asser-
tion that Medicare has a ‘‘surplus.’’ 

Finally, Senator CONRAD and Dr. 
Lindsey also seem to disagree on the 
extent to which the Government 
should control the fruits of our Na-
tion’s labor, saving, and risk-taking. 
Over the last 8 years, the share of GDP 
taken in Federal receipts has increased 
from 17.3 percent to 20.3 percent. Even 
if the President’s original campaign 
proposal on taxes were to have been en-
acted, the tax share of GDP would have 
been rolled back only modestly, and 
would still have been above the post- 
War average. I believe that I am on 
firm ground stating that Senator CON-
RAD’s opposition to even this modest 
rollback means that he supports some-
thing close to the current record-set-
ting tax take. 

As a member of the Senate Budget 
Committee, I urge my colleagues to 
consider these facts as they consider 
the appropriate course for fiscal policy 
in the months and years ahead. 
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FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF THE 

FBI’S ACTIONS AT RUBY RIDGE 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss the need to revisit an 
unfortunate chapter in the FBI’s his-
tory: the investigation of the FBI’s ac-
tions at Ruby Ridge. 

While there have been a number of 
internal investigations of the FBI’s ac-
tions at Ruby Ridge, the most recent 
investigation, sponsored by the Justice 
Management Division of the Depart-
ment of Justice, was completed in 1999. 
The results of this investigation have 
raised serious questions about the in-
tegrity of the previous joint investiga-
tion by the Department of Justice and 
the FBI, which was completed in 1993. 
Among these questions is whether FBI 
supervisors who headed that previous 
investigation were personal friends of 
some of the senior executives they 
were investigating. These questions, 
and many others, were raised in the 
testimony of four FBI Agents who ap-
peared at a Judiciary Committee Hear-
ing on FBI Oversight, chaired by Sen-
ator LEAHY, last month. These exem-
plary Agents exposed the double stand-
ard that has existed in how rank and 
file FBI Agents are punished versus 
FBI Senior Officials. 

So, you might think that the Justice 
Management Division’s report would 
have cleared this matter up. Well, 
you’d be wrong. As a matter of fact, 
most of us didn’t even realize the exist-
ence of this report until it was brought 
to light by the testimony of these 
Agents. It was also then that we found 
that Justice Management sat on this 
report for two years before releasing it 
internally in January of this year. 
And, despite clear and convincing evi-
dence of irregularities in how FBI offi-
cials have been punished in this mat-
ter, Justice Management division has 
ruled that no new discipline would be 
imposed against any FBI personnel. 
One of the FBI Agents testifying at the 
hearing described this decision as ‘‘out-
rageous’’ and ‘‘alarming.’’ 

Three weeks ago, I joined Chairman 
LEAHY and Senator SPECTER in request-
ing documents relating to the Justice 
Management Division’s report. While 
the Department of Justice was respon-
sive in providing the requested mate-
rials, many of these documents were 
subject to protection under the privacy 
act and our staffs could only review 
them for a short period of time. 

Once again, Senator SPECTER and I 
have joined Chairman LEAHY, along 
with Ranking Member HATCH, and Sen-
ator KOHL, to request that these docu-
ments be provided again, this time 
with appropriate redactions to comply 
with Privacy act concerns. I ask that 
this letter be made part of the RECORD. 

Less than twenty-four hours ago we 
confirmed the nomination of Robert 
Mueller to head the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. In his testimony before 
the Senate Judiciary Committee, Mr. 
Mueller stated, as their new Director, 
the FBI would be honest and forthright 
about mistakes. While, I understand 

that the mistakes of Ruby Ridge did 
not occur on Mr. Mueller’s watch I 
truly believe that the FBI will never 
truly make a clean break with the past 
unless matters such as these are re-
solved. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, DC, July 27, 2001. 
Hon. JOHN ASHCROFT, 
Attorney General, Department of Justice, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR GENERAL ASHCROFT: As you are 

aware, the Senate Judiciary Committee is 
conducting oversight hearings on the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation. At our hearing 
last week, three present FBI agents and one 
former agent testified that there is a wide-
spread perception among FBI agents that a 
‘‘double standard’’ has been applied in FBI 
internal disciplinary decisions, with mem-
bers of the FBI’s senior executive service re-
ceiving far lighter punishment than line 
agents for similar infractions. 

As a case in point, the witnesses cited the 
various internal investigations that the FBI 
conducted into the 1992 incident at Ruby 
Ridge. A 1993 investigation conducted by a 
DOJ/FBI task force led to the imposition of 
discipline against 12 FBI employees in 1995. 
However, information that subsequently 
came to light has called into question the in-
tegrity of that internal investigation. It was 
alleged for example, that FBI supervisors 
who headed the internal investigation were 
personal friends of some of the senior execu-
tives they were investigating and that they 
failed to take basic investigative steps that 
would have uncovered significant new evi-
dence on questions such as who had approved 
the FBI’s rules of engagement during the 
Ruby Ridge siege. Based upon this new infor-
mation, the Office of Professional Responsi-
bility for the Department of Justice and a 
Task Force of the Justice Management Divi-
sion recommended in 1999 that two FBI sen-
ior executives be suspended and that the FBI 
Director and one other FBI agent be cen-
sured. They also recommended that dis-
cipline imposed in 1995 on three FBI agents 
be rescinded because of procedural irregular-
ities in their disciplinary proceedings as well 
as exculpatory evidence that had subse-
quently been developed. However, in January 
of 2001, the outgoing Assistant Attorney 
General for the Justice Management Divi-
sion ruled that no new discipline would be 
imposed against any FBI agents and that no 
previously-imposed discipline would be re-
scinded. One of the agents at our hearing de-
scribed this decision as ‘‘outrageous’’ and 
‘‘alarming.’’ 

In order to evaluate these issues, we re-
quested the production of documents relat-
ing to the Justice Management Division’s 
disciplinary decision. The Department of 
Justice’s Office of Legislative Affairs pro-
vided our Committee with outstanding co-
operation and managed to pull together the 
requested material in a short period of time. 
However, because the material contained in-
formation that was subject to protection 
under the Privacy Act, we agreed to return 
all of the material, with the exception of one 
document, at the conclusion of the hearing. 
We have requested, however, that the Office 
of Legislative Affairs provide us with copies 
of these documents with appropriate 
redactions to comply with Privacy Act con-
cerns. 

Although our review of this material has 
necessarily been limited by time constraints, 
what we have seen thus far has confirmed 

that this material is relevant to the issues 
that our Committee is examining, including 
the Justice Management Division’s January 
2001 decision. It appears that the former As-
sistant Attorney General’s decision was 
based entirely upon an April 17, 2000 memo-
randum by two Deputy Assistant Attorneys 
General. That memorandum contains some 
surprising conclusions. For example, the 
memorandum appears to conclude that the 
FBI’s rules of engagement at Ruby Ridge 
were not contrary to any established Depart-
ment of Justice policy. As you may know, 
the Senate Subcommittee on Terrorism, 
Technology and Government Information, 
after conducting extensive hearings on the 
Ruby Ridge incident in 1995, concluded that 
the rules of engagement were clearly uncon-
stitutional and contrary to the FBI’s policy 
on the use of deadly force. Indeed, the ille-
gality of the rules of engagement was con-
ceded in testimony before the Subcommittee 
by former Deputy Attorney General Gorelick 
and former FBI Director Louis Freeh. Fur-
ther, two FBI agents were disciplined in 1995 
for their part in promulgating the rules of 
engagement, precisely because the rules 
were inconsistent with established FBI pol-
icy on the use of deadly force. It is therefore 
mystifying how anyone could still believe 
that the rules of engagement were lawful. 

The April 17 memorandum raises other 
troubling issues. For example, the authors 
concluded that no discipline was appropriate 
for senior FBI executives who conducted in-
complete investigations into the Ruby Ridge 
matter because there was insufficient proof 
that their failures were the result of inten-
tional misconduct. However, under the 
precedents employed by both the Depart-
ment of Justice’s and the FBI’s OPR, inten-
tional misconduct has, in our view, never 
been a prerequisite for imposing internal dis-
cipline; rather, it has been sufficient that an 
FBI employee acted in reckless disregard of 
an obligation or standard imposed by law, 
applicable rule of professional conduct, or 
Department regulation or policy. For exam-
ple, according to other documents we have 
reviewed, it appears that an FBI Inspector 
who prepared the Ruby Ridge shooting inci-
dent report in September 1992 was suspended 
for five days because Director Freeh found 
that his analysis of the justification for the 
shootings was incorrect and incomplete and 
because his report showed ‘‘inattention to 
detail’’ in referring, for example, to Vicki 
Weaver as ‘‘Vicki Harris.’’ It is difficult to 
square the suspension imposed on this lower- 
level FBI employee with the ruling of the 
Justice Management Division that no dis-
cipline may be imposed on senior FBI execu-
tives in the absence of proof of intentional 
misconduct. 

We, of course, understand that none of thee 
matters occurred under your watch. How-
ever, we believe that it is important for our 
Committee to review carefully how decisions 
on matters of internal discipline are made 
within the FBI. As we are sure you can ap-
preciate, the poisonous perception that there 
is a double standard being applied threatens 
to undermine FBI morale as well as public 
confidence. We would therefore appreciate 
your providing us with appropriately-re-
dacted copies of the documents previously 
produced to our Committee as soon as pos-
sible. In its report on Ruby Ridge filed in De-
cember of 1995, the Subcommittee on Ter-
rorism, Technology and Government Infor-
mation noted that allegations of a cover-up 
in Ruby Ridge were then under investigation 
by the Department of Justice, but that ‘‘a 
full public airing of this matter must eventu-
ally be undertaken’’ and that ‘‘the Sub-
committee will consider additional hearings 
to deal with the cover-up allegations.’’ (p. 
1124). We intend to pursue these matters 
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within the Committee to ensure that Con-
gress, and the public, are fully informed as 
to how the FBI handled these important in-
vestigations. 

Sincerely, 
PATRICK J. LEAHY, 

Chairman, 
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, 

Senator, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 

Senator, 
ORRIN G. HATCH, 

Ranking Republican 
Member, 

HERB KOHL, 
Senator. 

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 
OF 2001 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise today to speak about hate crimes 
legislation I introduced with Senator 
KENNEDY in March of this year. The 
Local Law Enforcement Act of 2001 
would add new categories to current 
hate crimes legislation sending a sig-
nal that violence of any kind is unac-
ceptable in our society. 

I would like to describe a terrible 
crime that occurred June 4, 1996 in 
Santa Monica, CA. Lawrence Ford, 61, 
a retired stockbroker, was found beat-
en to death in his apartment, allegedly 
killed by a man who believed Ford was 
gay. Michael Robert Schafer, 28, was 
arrested and faced first-degree murder 
and hate crime charges. 

I believe that government’s first duty 
is to defend its citizens, to defend them 
against the harms that come out of 
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act of 2001 is now a symbol 
that can become substance. I believe 
that by passing this legislation, we can 
change hearts and minds as well. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Thursday, 
August 2, 2001, the Federal debt stood 
at $5,730,045,940,032.12, five trillion, 
seven hundred thirty billion, forty-five 
million, nine hundred forty thousand, 
thirty-two dollars and twelve cents. 

One year ago, August 2, 2000, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,656,022,578,326.22, 
five trillion, six hundred fifty-six bil-
lion, twenty-two million, five hundred 
seventy-eight thousand, three hundred 
twenty-six dollars and twenty-two 
cents. 

Five years ago, August 2, 1996, the 
Federal debt stood at 
$5,172,008,136,975.88, five trillion, one 
hundred seventy-two billion, eight mil-
lion, one hundred thirty-six thousand, 
nine hundred seventy-five dollars and 
eighty-eight cents. 

Ten years ago, August 2, 1991, the 
Federal debt stood at $3,569,166,000,000, 
three trillion, five hundred sixty-nine 
billion, one hundred sixty-six million. 

Twenty-five years ago, August 2, 1976, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$623,367,000,000, six hundred twenty- 
three billion, three hundred sixty-seven 
million, which reflects a debt increase 

of more than $5 trillion, 
$5,106,678,940,032.12, five trillion, one 
hundred six billion, six hundred sev-
enty-eight million, nine hundred forty 
thousand, thirty-two dollars and 
twelve cents during the past 25 years. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

HONORING DR. FRED GILLIARD 

∑ Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I want 
to take this opportunity to recognize a 
good friend of mine and a man who has 
committed his life to education—Dr. 
Fred Gilliard. 

Dr. Gilliard announced this year that 
he will retire as President of the Uni-
versity of Great Falls on August 13, 
2001. 

I have seen first hand the impact Dr. 
Gilliard has had on the University of 
Great Falls community. Without a 
doubt, he was a huge success and will 
be missed. 

Dr. Gilliard was proud of his stu-
dents, staff and facility. Not only did 
he understand the importance of a 
good, solid education, but he followed 
the mission of the University at work 
and everyday in his life. When I read 
the mission of the University of Great 
Falls, three areas, in my view, tell us 
who Dr. Gilliard is and what he stands 
for: 

Character—have a positive impact on 
the world and on the communities in 
which they live and work, particularly 
by recognizing and accepting personal 
accountability to themselves, to soci-
ety and to God; 

Competence—further their ability to 
live full and rewarding lives by becom-
ing competent working members of so-
ciety who know the basics of their pro-
fessional field and have access to fu-
ture learning; 

Commitment—find meaning in life 
which enables them to participate ef-
fectively in society while transcending 
its limitations, by living according to 
their own moral and religious convic-
tions, as well as respecting the dignity 
and beliefs of other people. 

Dr. Gilliard achieved so much during 
his tenure as President. From intro-
ducing the Student Service Learning 
Center, moving the institution from 
‘‘College’’ to ‘‘University’’ status, and 
broadcasting classes over the Internet, 
to completing a successful capital cam-
paign, completing the Jorgenson Li-
brary addition and re-starting the 
Argos men’s and women’s basketball 
program. These are just a few Dr. 
Gilliard’s successes. 

In early 2000, I called Fred to see if he 
would be interested in hosting ‘‘Mon-
tana’s Economic Development Sum-
mit’’ at the University of Great Falls. 
Without hesitation he said, ‘‘yes.’’ 
Since that time, Dr. Gilliard has con-
tinued to work tirelessly to help me 
grow Montana’s economy. 

I wish the best to Dr. Fred Gilliard 
and his wife, Berry Lynn. I know Dr. 
Gilliard will be spending lots of his free 

time cheering for the Detriot Tigers 
with his grandson. 

Semper Fi, Fred.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Evans, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 9:31 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has agreed to 
the following concurrent resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 208. A concurrent resolution 
providing for a conditional adjournment of 
the House of Representatives and a condi-
tional recess or adjournment of the Senate. 

At 12:36 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 988. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 40 Centre 
Street in New York, New York, as the 
‘‘Thurgood Marshall United States Court-
house.’’ 

H.R. 2501. An act to reauthorize the Appa-
lachian Regional Development Act of 1965. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolutions, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 89. A concurrent resolution 
mourning the death of Ron Sander at the 
hands of terrorist kidnappers in Ecuador and 
welcoming the release from captivity of 
Arnie Alford, Steve Derry, Jason Weber, and 
David Bradley, and supporting efforts by the 
United States to combat such terrorism. 

H. Con. Res. 179. A concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of Congress regarding 
the establishment of a National Health Cen-
ter Week to raise awareness of health serv-
ices provided by community, migrant, public 
housing, and homeless health centers. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2501. An act to reauthorize the Appa-
lachian Regional Development Act of 1965; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

The following concurrent resolutions 
were read, and referred as indicated: 
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H. Con. Res. 90. Concurrent resolution 

mourning the death of Ron Sander at the 
hands of terrorist kidnappers in Ecuador and 
welcoming the release from captivity of 
Arnie Alford, Steve, Derry, Jason Weber, and 
David Bradley, and supporting efforts by the 
United States to combat such terrorism; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

H. Con. Res. 179. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the 
establishment of a National Health Center 
Week to raise awareness of health services 
provided by community, migrant, public 
housing, and homeless health centers; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar. 

H.R. 2505. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit human cloning. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bill was read the first 
time: 

H.R. 4. An act to enhance energy conserva-
tion, research and development and to pro-
vide for security and diversity in the energy 
supply for the American people, and for 
other purposes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–3273. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Karnal 
Bunt; Compensation for the 1999–2000 and 
Subsequent Crop Seasons’’ (Doc. No. 96–016– 
37) received on August 2, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–3274. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Interest-free Adjustment with Re-
spect to Underpayments of Employment 
Taxes’’ (RIN1545–AY21) received on August 2, 
2001; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3275. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Tax and Revenue Anticipation 
Notes’’ (Notice 2001–49) received on August 2, 
2001; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3276. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Guidance Under Section 355(e); 
Recognition of Gain on Certain Distributions 
of Stock or Securities In Connection with an 
Acquisition’’ (RIN1545–BA01) received on Au-
gust 2, 2001; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3277. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace, Malta, MT’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(2001– 
0119)) received on August 2, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3278. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment and Revision 
of Restricted Area, ID’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(2001– 
0118)) received on August 2, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3279. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace; 
Poplar, MT’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(2001–0117)) re-
ceived on August 2, 2001; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3280. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establish Class E Airspace; 
Hagerstown, MD’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(2001–0116)) 
received on August 2, 2001; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3281. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Boeing Model 737–100 and –200 Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2001–0366)) received 
on August 2, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3282. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
McDonnell Douglas DC9 51 and DC 9 83 Series 
Airplanes Modified by Supplemental Type 
Certificate SA8026NM’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2001– 
0364)) received on August 2, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3283. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Boeing Model 737–300 Series Airplanes Modi-
fied by Supplemental Type Certificate 
ST00171SE’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2001–0365)) re-
ceived on August 2, 2001; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3284. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Bombardier Model DHC 8 102, 103, 106, 201, 
202, 301, 311, 314, and 315 Series Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64)(2001–0363)) received on Au-
gust 2, 2001; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3285. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness 
Directives: Airbus Model A310, and A300 B4– 
600, A300–600R, and A300–F4–600R Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2001–0362)) received 
on August 2, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3286. A communication from the Attor-
ney of the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘High-Theft Lines for 
Model Year 2002’’ (RIN2127–AI08) received on 
August 2, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3287. A communication from the Senior 
Attorney of the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Adjust-
ment of Some Civil Penalties Required by 

Statute’’ (RIN2127–AI42) received on August 
2, 2001; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3288. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist of the Federal Transit Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Prevention of Alcohol Mis-
use in Transit Operations; Prevention of Pro-
hibited Drug Use in Transit Operations’’ 
(RIN2132–AA56) received on August 2, 2001; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–177. A resolution adopted by the 
House of the General Assembly of the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania relative to the 
conflict between the United States Navy and 
the citizens of Vieques, Puerto Rico; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 11 
Whereas, Tensions continue to rise in 

Puerto Rico over the Navy’s presence in 
Vieques; and 

Whereas, Many residents object to the 
Navy using an inhabited part of the island 
for target practice with live munitions since 
1941; and 

Whereas, Demonstrations against the mili-
tary’s presence in Vieques spread throughout 
Puerto Rico in April 1999 when a United 
States Marine Corps jet dropped two 500- 
pound bombs off target, killing a civilian 
guard working on the bombing range; and 

Whereas, A part between the former Puer-
to Rican Governor and the White House to 
delay withdrawal of the Navy until 2003 is 
not in accord with the general consensus in 
Puerto Rico; and 

Whereas, A special commission appointed 
by former Governor Pedro Rosello concluded 
that the military training had caused disas-
trous economic and environmental damage 
to the island; and 

Whereas, The commission also concluded 
the human and constitutional rights of more 
than 9,300 residents of Vieques had been vio-
lated; and 

Whereas, Continued training exercises 
have made residents anxious about their 
safety, stifled the island’s fledgling tourism 
and lowered the general quality of life; and 

Whereas, News reports last February re-
ported an accidental firing of 263 shells 
tipped with depleted uranium and raised 
health concerns among people already reel-
ing from unexplained high rates of cancer; 
therefore be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
call for a repudiation of the agreement 
reached last year to allow the Navy to re-
sume firing training on the island of 
Vieques; and be it further 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives request that the President issue an ex-
ecutive order for the immediate cessation of 
bombing on the island range; and be it fur-
ther 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President, the presiding 
officers of each house of Congress and to 
each member of Congress from Pennsyl-
vania. 

POM–178. A resolution adopted by the 
House of the General Assembly of the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania relative to a na-
tional missile defense system; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 
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HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 238 

Whereas, The ballistic missile threat to 
the United States has been declared by the 
President, the Secretary of Defense, the Con-
gress of the United States, the bipartisan 
Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile 
Threat to the United States (known as the 
Rumsfeld Commission) and the United 
States intelligence community to be a clear, 
present and growing danger to the United 
States; and 

Whereas, The United States currently can-
not stop even one missile launched with mal-
ice or by accident by any number of foreign 
states or terrorist organizations; and 

Whereas, It is immoral to intentionally 
leave the American people, our troops and 
overseas allies and the nation’s children vul-
nerable to attack by nuclear, chemical or bi-
ological weapons delivered by ballistic mis-
siles; and 

Whereas, The citizens of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania and the United 
States remain exposed to missile attack; 
therefore be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
memorialize the Congress to fully fund and 
deploy as soon as technologically possible an 
effective, affordable global missile defense 
system, including a sea-based system to 
intercept theater and long-range missiles, 
space-based sensors and ground-based inter-
ceptors and radar, to protect all Americans, 
United States troops stationed abroad and 
our nation’s allies from ballistic missile at-
tack; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States, to the presiding officers of each 
house of Congress and to each member of 
Congress from Pennsylvania. 

POM–179. A resolution adopted by the 
House of the General Assembly of the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania relative to 
money earmarked for abandoned mine rec-
lamation; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 230 
Whereas, The biggest water pollution prob-

lem facing the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania today is polluted water draining from 
abandoned coal mines; and 

Whereas, Over half the streams that do not 
meet water quality standards in this Com-
monwealth are affected by mine drainage; 
and 

Whereas, This Commonwealth has more 
abandoned mine lands than any other state 
in the nation, with more than 250,000 acres of 
abandoned mine lands, refuse banks and old 
mine shafts in 45 of the 67 counties; and 

Whereas, The Department of Environ-
mental Protection estimates it will cost 
more than $15 billion to reclaim and restore 
abandoned mine lands; and 

Whereas, The Commonwealth now receives 
about $20 million a year from the Federal 
Government for reclamation projects; and 

Whereas, There is now a $1.5 billion bal-
ance in the Federal Abandoned Mine Rec-
lamation Trust Fund that is set aside by law 
to take care of pollution and safety problems 
caused by old coal mines; and 

Whereas, Pennsylvania is the fourth larg-
est coal-producing state in the nation and 
coal operators contribute significantly to 
the fund by paying a special fee for each ton 
of coal they mine; and 

Whereas, The Department of Environ-
mental Protection and 39 county conserva-
tion districts through the Western and East-
ern Pennsylvania Coalitions for Abandoned 
Mine Reclamation have worked as partners 
to improve the effectiveness of mine rec-
lamation programs; and 

Whereas, The Commonwealth does not 
seek to rely on the Federal appropriation to 
solve the abandoned mine lands problem in 
this State and has enacted the Growing 
Greener program which has provided addi-
tional money for mine reclamation activi-
ties; and 

Whereas, The Commonwealth has been 
working with the Interstate Mining Compact 
Commission, the National Association of 
Abandoned Mine Land Programs and other 
states to free more of these funds to clean up 
abandoned mine lands; and 

Whereas, Making more funds available to 
states for abandoned mine reclamation 
should preserve the interest revenues now 
being made available for the United Mine 
Workers Combined Benefit Fund; and 

Whereas, The Federal Office of Surface 
Mining, the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Congress of the 
United States have not agreed to make more 
funds available to states for abandoned mine 
reclamation; therefore be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
urge the President and Congress of the 
United States to make the $1.5 billion of 
Federal moneys already earmarked for aban-
doned mine land reclamation available to 
states to clean up and make safe abandoned 
mine lands; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States, to the presiding officers of each 
house of Congress and to each member of 
Congress from Pennsylvania. 

POM–180. A resolution adopted by the 
House of the General Assembly of the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania relative to the 
individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 214 
Whereas, In 1975 the Congress of the United 

States enacted the Education of the Handi-
capped Act, now known as the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act (Public Law 
91–230, 20 U.S.C. § 1400 et seq.), to ensure that 
all children with disabilities in the United 
States have available to them a free and ap-
propriate public education that emphasizes 
special education and related services de-
signed to meet their unique needs, to ensure 
that the rights of children with disabilities 
and their parents or guardians are protected, 
to assist states and localities in providing 
for the education of all children with disabil-
ities and to assess and ensure the effective-
ness of efforts to educate children with dis-
abilities; and 

Whereas, Since 1975, Federal law has au-
thorized Congress to provide 40% of the aver-
age per pupil expenditure; and 

Whereas, Congress continued the 40% fund-
ing authority in the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act amendments of 1997 
(Public Law 105–17, 111 Stat. 37); and 

Whereas, Congress has never appropriated 
funds equivalent to the authorized level, has 
never exceeded the 15% funding level and has 
usually appropriated funding at approxi-
mately the 10% level; and 

Whereas, The Lack of an adequate and ap-
propriate Federal fiscal commitment leaves 
State and local taxpayers bearing a dis-
proportionate share of the costs to comply 
with these Federal mandates; therefore be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
urge the President and Congress to fully 
fund its obligations under the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President, the presiding 
officers of each house of Congress and to 

each member of Congress from Pennsyl-
vania. 

POM–181. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the General Assembly of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania relative to Israel; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas, The State of Israel and the City 

of Tel Aviv suffered a vicious terrorist at-
tack on Friday, June 1, 2001, which terrorist 
attack took the lives of 20 innocent young 
people; and 

Whereas, The State of Israel is under con-
tinuing violent attacks against its people; 
and 

Whereas, It is necessary to put an uncondi-
tional end to the use of terrorism and vio-
lence in order to enable the parties to secure 
peace in the region; and 

Whereas, It is incumbent upon the Federal 
Government to support the State of Israel 
and assist in the peace process; therefore be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania urge the President 
and Congress of the United States to: 

(1) Offer condolences to the people of the 
State of Israel and especially to the families 
of those victims who suffered losses in the 
terrorist attack of June 1, 2001, in Tel Aviv. 

(2) Strongly condemn that attack and any 
use of terrorism in order to achieve political 
gains or for any other reason. 

(3) Reaffirm the desire of the people of the 
United States to assist the parties in their 
efforts to achieve a full and lasting peace; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States, to the Presiding Officers of each 
House of Congress and to each Member of 
Congress from Pennsylvania. 

POM–182. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Senate of the Legislature of the State 
of Missouri relative to the Railroad Retire-
ment and Survivors Improvement Act of 
2000; to the Committee on Finance. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 10 
Whereas, The Railroad Retirement and 

Survivors Improvement Act of 2000 was ap-
proved in a bipartisan effort by 391 members 
of the United States House of Representa-
tives in the 106th Congress, including the en-
tire Missouri delegation to Congress; and 

Whereas, more than 83 United States Sen-
ators, including both Missouri Senator KIT 
BOND and then Missouri Senator JOHN 
ASHCROFT, signed letters of support for this 
legislation in 2000; and 

Whereas, the bill now before the 107th Con-
gress modernizes the Railroad Retirement 
System for its 690,000 beneficiaries nation-
wide, including over 23,100 in Missouri; and 

Whereas, railroad management, labor and 
retiree organizations have agreed to support 
this legislation; and 

Whereas, this legislation provides tax relief 
to freight railroads, Amtrak and commuter 
lines; and 

Whereas, this legislation provides benefit 
improvements for surviving spouses of rail 
workers, who currently suffer deep cuts in 
income when the rail retiree dies; and 

Whereas, no outside contributions from 
taxpayers are needed to implement the 
changes called for in this legislation; and 

Whereas, all changes will be paid for from 
within the railroad industry, including a full 
share by active employees: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Missouri Senate, Ninety-first 
General Assembly, First Regular Session, the 
House of Representatives concurring therein, 
That the United States Congress are urged 
to support the Railroad Retirement and Sur-
vivors Improvement Act in the 107th 
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Congress; and be it further Resolved, That 
the Secretary of the Missouri Senate be in-
structed to prepare properly inscribed copies 
of this resolution for the President of the 
United States, the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and all Mis-
souri members of the Missouri Congressional 
delegation. 

POM–183. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the House of the Legislature of the Sate 
of Missouri relative to the Railroad Retire-
ment and Survivors Improvement Act of 
2000; to the Committee on Finance. 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas, the Railroad Retirement and Sur-

vivors Improvement Act of 2000 was approved 
in a bipartisan effort by 391 members of the 
United States House of Representatives of 
the 106th Congress, including the entire Mis-
souri delegation to the United States House 
of Representatives; and 

Whereas, more than 83 United States Sen-
ators, including both Missouri Senator KIT 
BOND and then Missouri Senator John 
Ashcroft, signed letters of support for this 
legislation in 2000; and 

Whereas, the bill now before the 107th Con-
gress modernizes the Railroad Retirement 
System for its 690,000 beneficiaries nation-
wide, including over 23,100 in Missouri; and 

Whereas, railroad management, labor and 
retiree organizations have agreed to support 
this legislation; and 

Whereas, this legislation provides tax re-
lief to freight railroads, Amtrak and com-
muter lines; and 

Whereas, this legislation provides benefit 
improvements for surviving spouses of rail 
workers, who currently suffer deep cuts in 
income when the rail retiree dies; and 

Whereas, no outside contributions from 
taxpayers are needed to implement the 
changes called for in this legislation; and 

Whereas, all changes will be paid for from 
within the railroad industry, including a full 
share of active employees: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the members of the Missouri 
House of Representatives of the Ninety-first 
General Assembly, First Regular Session, 
the Senate concurring therein, hereby urge 
the United States Congress to support the 
Railroad Retirement and Survivors Improve-
ment Act introduced in the 107th Congress; 
and be it further 

Resolved, that the Chief Clerk of the Mis-
souri House of Representatives be instructed 
to prepare properly inscribed copies of this 
resolution for the President of the United 
States, the President of the United States 
Senate, the Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives and each member 
of the Missouri Congressional delegation. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. GRAHAM, from the Committee on 

Intelligence: 
Special Report entitled ‘‘Committee Ac-

tivities: Special Report of the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence’’ (Rept. No. 107–51). 

By Mr. SARBANES, from the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 
without amendment: 

S. 1372: A bill to reauthorize the Export- 
Import Bank of the United States (Rept. No. 
107–52). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 

and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SPECTER, 
Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr. 
FEINGOLD): 

S. 1348. A bill to designate the Federal 
building located at 10th Street and Constitu-
tion Avenue, NW, in Washington, District of 
Columbia, as the ‘‘Robert F. Kennedy De-
partment of Justice Building’’; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. ENSIGN (for himself and Mr. 
BROWNBACK): 

S. 1349. A bill to provide for a National 
Stem Cell Donor Bank regarding qualifying 
human stem cells, and for the conduct and 
support of research using such cells; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. DAYTON: 
S. 1350. A bill to amend the title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to provide payment 
to medicare ambulance suppliers of the full 
costs of providing such services, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself, Mr. 
BIDEN, and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 1351. A bill to provide administrative 
subpoena authority to apprehend fugitives; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SANTORUM: 
S. 1352. A bill to amend the National and 

Community Service Act of 1990 to carry out 
the Americorps program as a voucher pro-
gram that assists charities serving low-in-
come individuals, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

By Mr. HARKIN: 
S. 1353. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of 

1930 to eliminate the consumptive demand 
exception relating to the importation of 
goods made with forced labor; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mrs. CARNAHAN (for herself and 
Mr. LEAHY): 

S. 1354. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Agriculture to provide payments to pro-
ducers of forage crops for losses due to army 
worms; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr . REED, and Mr. 
SCHUMER): 

S. 1355. A bill to prevent children from hav-
ing access to firearms; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, and Mr. KENNEDY): 

S. 1356. A bill to establish a commission to 
review the facts and circumstances sur-
rounding injustices suffered by European 
Americans, Europeans Latin Americans, and 
European refugees during World War II; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself and 
Mr. FEINGOLD): 

S. 1357. A bill to provide for an examina-
tion of how schools are implementing the 
policy guidance of the Department of Edu-
cation’s Office for Civil Rights relating to 
sexual harassment directed against gay, les-
bian, bisexual, and transgender students; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BAYH: 
S. 1358. A bill to revise Federal building en-

ergy efficiency performance standards, to es-
tablish the Office of Federal Energy Produc-
tivity within the Department of Energy, to 
amend Federal Energy Management Pro-
gram requirements under the National En-
ergy Conservation Policy Act, to enact into 
law certain requirements of Executive Order 
No. 13123, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BURNS (for himself, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. HAGEL, Mrs. LINCOLN, 
and Mr. ENZI): 

S. 1359. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to promote deployment of 
advanced services and foster the develop-
ment of competition for the benefit of con-
sumers in all regions of the Nation by reliev-
ing unnecessary burdens on the Nation’s two 
percent local exchange telecommunications 
carriers, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mr. VOINOVICH (for himself, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, 
and Mr. CRAPO): 

S. 1360. To reauthorize the Price-Anderson 
provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
S. 1361. A bill to amend the Central Utah 

Project Completion Act to clarify the re-
sponsibilities of the Secretary of the Interior 
with respect to the Central Utah Project , to 
redirect unexpended budget authority for the 
Central Utah Project for wastewater treat-
ment and reuse and other purposes, to pro-
vide for prepayment of repayment contracts 
for municipal and industrial water delivery 
facilities, and to eliminate a deadline for 
such prepayment; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself and 
Mr. CRAIG): 

S. 1362. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act and title VII of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to expand medical 
residency training programs in geriatrics, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire (for 
himself, Mr. GREGG, Mr. LEAHY, and 
Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 1363. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to provide assistance in imple-
menting cultural heritage, conservation, and 
recreational activities in the Connecticut 
River watershed of the States of Hew Hamp-
shire and Vermont; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 1364. A bill to ensure full and expedi-
tious enforcement of the provisions of the 
Communications Act of 1934 that seek to 
bring about the competition in local tele-
communications markets, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. DAYTON, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. SCHUMER, and 
Mr. SARBANES): 

S. 1365. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment to make grants to States for afford-
able housing for low-income persons, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. NICKLES: 
S. 1366. A bill for the relief of Lindita Idrizi 

Heath; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr. 

FEINGOLD): 
S. 1367. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to provide appropriate 
reimbursement under the medicare program 
for ambulance trips originating in rural 
areas; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself and Mr. 
SMITH of New Hampshire): 

S. 1368. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to improve the organization and 
management of the Department of Defense 
with respect to space programs and activi-
ties, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 
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By Mr. WARNER: 

S. 1369. A bill to provide that Federal em-
ployees may retain for personal use pro-
motional items received as a result of travel 
taken in the course of employment; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. MCCONNELL: 
S. 1370. A bill to reform the health care li-

ability system; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. NELSON of 
Florida, Mr. KYL, and Mr. DEWINE): 

S. 1371. A bill to combat money laundering 
and protect the United States financial sys-
tem by strengthening safeguards in private 
banking and correspondent banking, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. SARBANES: 
S. 1372. A bill to reauthorize the Export- 

Import Bank of the United States; from the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs; placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire (for 
himself, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. BROWN-
BACK): 

S. 1373. A bill to protect the right to life of 
each born and preborn human person in ex-
istence at fertilization; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mr. REID): 

S. 1374. A bill to provide for a study of the 
effects of hydraulic fracturing on under-
ground drinking water sources; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. DORGAN: 
S. 1375. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free distribu-
tions from individual retirement accounts 
for charitable purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida: 
S. 1376. A bill to amend part C of title 

XVIII of the Social Security Act to ensure 
that Medicare + Choice eligible individuals 
have sufficient time to consider information 
and to make an informed choice regarding 
enrollment in a Medicare + Choice plan; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon: 
S. 1377. A bill to require the Attorney Gen-

eral to establish an office in the Department 
of Justice to monitor acts of inter-national 
terrorism alleged to have been committed by 
Palestinian individuals or individuals acting 
on behalf of Palestinian organizations and to 
carry out certain other related activities; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr . INOUYE, Mr. 
JOHNSON, and Mr. REID): 

S. 1378. A bill to allow patients access to 
drugs and medical devices recommended and 
provided by health care practitioners under 
strict guidelines, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Health , Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and Mr. 
HATCH): 

S. 1379. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to establish an Office of Rare 
Diseases at the National Institutes of 
Health, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr. 
HOLLINGS): 

S. 1380. A bill to coordinate and expand 
United States and international programs 
for the conservation and protection of North 
Atlantic Whales; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 
S. 1381. A bill to redesignate the facility of 

the United States Postal Service located at 
5472 Crenshaw Boulevard in Los Angeles, 

California, as the ‘‘Congressmen Julian C. 
Dixon Post Office Building″; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself and Ms. 
LANDRIEU): 

S. 1382. A bill to amend title 11, District of 
Columbia Code, to redesignate the Family 
Division of the Superior Court of the District 
of Columbia as the Family Court of the Su-
perior Court, to recruit and retain trained 
and experienced judges to serve in the Fam-
ily Court, to promote consistency and effi-
ciency in the assignment of judges to the 
Family Court and in the consideration of ac-
tions and proceedings in the Family Court, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself and Mr. 
ROBERTS): 

S. 1383. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify the treatment of 
incentive stock options and employee stock 
purchases; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon: 
S. 1384. A bill to amend the Robert T. Staf-

ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist-
ance Act to expand the definition of the term 
‘‘Major disaster’’ to include an application of 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 that so 
uses severe economic hardship; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself and 
Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. 1385. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior, pursuant to the provisions of 
the Reclamation Wastewater and Ground-
water Study and Facilities Act to partici-
pate in the design, planning, and construc-
tion of the Lakehaven water reclamation 
project for the reclamation and reuse of 
water; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

By Mr. SANTORUM: 
S. 1386. A bill to amen the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide for the equitable 
operation of welfare benefit plans for em-
ployees, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr. 
DOMENICI, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER): 

S. 1387. A bill to conduct a demonstration 
program to show that physician shortage, re-
cruitment, and retention problems may be 
ameliorated in rural States by developing a 
comprehensive program that will result in 
statewide physician population growth, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU: 
S. 1388. A bill to make election day a Fed-

eral holiday; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. 
JOHNSON): 

S. 1389. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain real property in South Da-
kota to the State of South Dakota to the 
State of South Dakota with indemnification 
by the United States government, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. TORRICELLI, and Mr. 
CORZINE): 

S. 1390. A bill to amend title XXI of the So-
cial Security Act to require the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to make grants 
to promote innovative outreach and enroll-
ment efforts under the State children’s 
health insurance program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr. 
DEWINE): 

S. 1391. A bill to establish a grant program 
for Sexual Assault Forensic Examiners, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr. LIE-
BERMAN): 

S. 1392. A bill to establish procedures for 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs of the Depart-
ment of the Interior with respect to tribal 
recognition; to the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr. LIE-
BERMAN): 

S. 1393. A bill to provide grants to ensure 
full and fair participation in certain deci-
sionmaking processes at the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs; to the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. VOINOVICH (for himself and 
Mr. DEWINE): 

S. Res. 150. A resolution designating the 
week of September 23 through September 29, 
2001, as ‘‘National Parents Week″; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mrs. CLIN-
TON, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. CORZINE): 

S. Res. 151. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the World Con-
ference Against Racism, Racial Discrimina-
tion, Xenophobia , and Related Intolerance 
presents a unique opportunity to address 
global discrimination; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Mrs. LINCOLN: 
S. Res. 152. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the Senate that the secretary of 
Veterans Affairs should request assistance 
from the Commissioner of Social Security in 
fulfilling the Secretary’s mandate to provide 
outreach to veterans, their dependants, and 
their survivors ; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. DODD, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. SCHU-
MER): 

S. Res. 153. A resolution recognizing the 
enduring contributions, heroic achieve-
ments, and dedicated work of Shirley Anita 
Chisholm; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

S. Res. 154. A resolution commending Eliz-
abeth B. Letchworth for her service to the 
United States Senate; considered and agreed 
to. 

By Mr. LOTT: 
S. Res. 155. A resolution electing David J. 

Schiappa of Maryland as Secretary of the 
Minority of the Senate; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself and Mr. 
LOTT): 

S. Res. 156. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the Regional Hu-
manities Initiative of the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities be named for 
Eudora Welty; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire: 
S. Res. 157. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the Senate that the Secretary of 
State should redesignate the Palestine Lib-
eration Organization as a terrorist organiza-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, Mrs. 
BOXER, Ms. CANTWELL , Mrs. CARNA-
HAN, Mr. DODD, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
LEVIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. SCHUMER, and Ms. STABENOW): 
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S. Con. Res. 64. A concurrent resolution di-

recting the Architect of the Capitol to enter 
into a contract for the design and construc-
tion of a monument to commemorate the 
contributions of minority women to women’s 
suffrage and to the participation of minority 
women in public life, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr. 
BREAUX): 

S. Con. Res. 65. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that all Amer-
icans should be more informed of dyspraxia; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 60 
At the request of Mr. BYRD, the name 

of the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. 
FRIST) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
60, a bill to authorize the Department 
of Energy programs to develop and im-
plement an accelerated research and 
development program for advanced 
clean coal technologies for use in coal- 
based electricity generating facilities 
and to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide financial incen-
tives to encourage the retrofitting, 
repowering, or replacement of coal- 
based electricity generating facilities 
to protect the environment and im-
prove efficiency and encourage the 
early commercial application of ad-
vanced clean coal technologies, so as to 
allow coal to help meet the growing 
need of the United States for the gen-
eration of reliable and affordable elec-
tricity. 

S. 143 
At the request of Mr. ALLEN, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
143, a bill to amend the Securities Act 
of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934, to reduce securities fees in ex-
cess of those required to fund the oper-
ations of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, to adjust compensation 
provisions for employees of the Com-
mission, and for other purposes. 

S. 486 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 

name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
WARNER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
486, a bill to reduce the risk that inno-
cent persons may be executed, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 535 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
535, a bill to amend title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act to clarify that Indian 
women with breast or cervical cancer 
who are eligible for health services pro-
vided under a medical care program of 
the Indian Health Service or of a tribal 
organization are included in the op-
tional medicaid eligibility category of 
breast or cervical cancer patients 
added by the Breast and Cervical Can-
cer Prevention and Treatment Act of 
2000. 

S. 543 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 

names of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 

HATCH) and the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. NELSON) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 543, a bill to provide for equal cov-
erage of mental health benefits with 
respect to health insurance coverage 
unless comparable limitations are im-
posed on medical and surgical benefits. 

S. 548 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 548, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to provide 
enhanced reimbursement for, and ex-
panded capacity to, mammography 
services under the medicare program, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 627 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. NELSON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 627, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow individ-
uals a deduction for qualified long- 
term care insurance premiums, use of 
such insurance under cafeteria plans 
and flexible spending arrangements, 
and a credit for individuals with long- 
term care needs. 

S. 756 
At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
756, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend and modify 
the credit for electricity produced from 
biomass, and for other purposes. 

S. 762 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
762, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit 
against income tax for information 
technology training expenses and for 
other purposes. 

S. 778 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
778, a bill to expand the class of bene-
ficiaries who may apply for adjustment 
of status under section 245(i) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act by ex-
tending the deadline for classification 
petition and labor certification filings. 

S. 790 
At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
SMITH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
790, a bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit human 
cloning. 

S. 805 
At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 805, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for re-
search with respect to various forms of 
muscular dystrophy, including 
Duchenne, Becker, limb girdle, con-
genital, facioscapulohumeral, 
myotonic, oculopharyngeal, distal, and 
emery-dreifuss muscular dystrophies. 

S. 847 
At the request of Mr. DAYTON, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-

setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 847, a bill to impose tariff- 
rate quotas on certain casein and milk 
protein concentrates. 

S. 857 
At the request of Mr. HELMS, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BOND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 857, a bill to protect United States 
military personnel and other elected 
and appointed officials of the United 
States Government against criminal 
prosecution by an international crimi-
nal court to which the United States is 
not a party. 

S. 918 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 918, a bill to provide more child sup-
port money to families leaving welfare, 
to simplify the rules governing the as-
signment and distribution of child sup-
port collected by States on behalf of 
children, to improve the collection of 
child support, and for other purposes. 

S. 926 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 926, a bill to prohibit the im-
portation of any article that is pro-
duced, manufactured, or grown in 
Burma. 

S. 1002 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1002, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to modify cer-
tain provisions relating to the treat-
ment of forestry activities. 

S. 1008 
At the request of Mr. BYRD, the name 

of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. VOINO-
VICH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1008, a bill to amend the Energy Policy 
Act of 1992 to develop the United 
States Climate Change Response Strat-
egy with the goal of stabilization of 
greenhouse gas concentrations in the 
atmosphere at a level that would pre-
vent dangerous anthropogenic inter-
ference with the climate system, while 
minimizing adverse short-term and 
long-term economic and social im-
pacts, aligning the Strategy with 
United States energy policy, and pro-
moting a sound national environ-
mental policy, to establish a research 
and development program that focuses 
on bold technological breakthroughs 
that make significant progress toward 
the goal of stabilization of greenhouse 
gas concentrations, to establish the 
National Office of Climate Change Re-
sponse within the Executive Office of 
the President, and for other purposes. 

S. 1022 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1022, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow Federal ci-
vilian and military retirees to pay 
health insurance premiums on a pretax 
basis and to allow a deduction for 
TRICARE supplemental premiums. 
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S. 1093 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. CRAIG) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1093, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to exclude certain income 
from annual income determinations for 
pension purposes, to limit provision of 
benefits for fugitive and incarcerated 
veterans, to increase the home loan 
guaranty amount for construction and 
purchase of homes, to modify and en-
hance other authorities relating to vet-
erans’ benefits, and for other purposes. 

S. 1161 
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 

name of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. BUNNING) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1161, a bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to streamline 
procedures for the admission and ex-
tension of stay of nonimmigrant agri-
cultural workers; to provide a stable, 
legal, agricultural work force; to ex-
tend basic legal protections and better 
working conditions to more workers; 
to provide for a system of one-time, 
earned adjustment to legal status for 
certain agricultural workers; and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1220 
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1220, a bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Transportation to establish a 
grant program for the rehabilitation, 
preservation, or improvement of rail-
road track. 

S. 1226 
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAIG) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1226, a bill to require the display of the 
POW/MIA flag at the World War II me-
morial, the Korean War Veterans Me-
morial, and the Vietnam Veterans Me-
morial. 

S. 1232 
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 

the names of the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. HELMS), the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mr. SMITH), the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL), the 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY), the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. DEWINE), the 
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SHELBY), 
and the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
BROWNBACK) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1232, a bill to provide for the effec-
tive punishment of online child molest-
ers, and for other purposes. 

S. 1256 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
ALLEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1256, a bill to provide for the reauthor-
ization of the breast cancer research 
special postage stamp, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1275 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
WARNER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1275, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide grants for public 

access defibrillation programs and pub-
lic access defibrillation demonstration 
projects, and for other purposes. 

S. 1286 
At the request of Mrs. CARNAHAN, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. SARBANES) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1286, a bill to provide for 
greater access to child care services for 
Federal employees. 

S. 1295 
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 

name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1295, a bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to revise the re-
quirements for procurement of prod-
ucts of Federal Prison Industries to 
meet needs of Federal agencies, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1313 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1313, a bill to provide for the adjust-
ment of status of certain foreign agri-
cultural workers, to amend the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act to reform 
the H–2A worker program under that 
Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 1341 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1341, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to ex-
pand human clinical trials qualifying 
for the orphan drug credit, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1343 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1343, a bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to provide States 
with options for providing family plan-
ning services and supplies to individ-
uals eligible for medical assistance 
under the medicaid program. 

S. RES. 138 
At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 

names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. GREGG) and the Senator 
from Missouri (Mrs. CARNAHAN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 138, a 
resolution designating the month of 
September 2001 as ‘‘National Prostate 
Cancer Awareness Month.’’ 

S. RES. 143 
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 143, a resolution express-
ing the sense of the Senate regarding 
the development of educational pro-
grams on veterans’ contributions to 
the country and the designation of the 
week of November 11 through Novem-
ber 17, 2001, as ‘‘National Veterans 
Awareness Week.’’ 

At the request of Mr. ALLEN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 143, supra. 

S. RES. 145 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 

DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 145, a resolution recognizing the 
4,500,000 immigrants helped by the He-
brew Immigrant Aid Society. 

S. CON. RES. 59 

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
the names of the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator 
from Idaho (Mr. CRAIG), the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE), the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. FEIN-
GOLD), the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN), the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SESSIONS), and the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. DODD) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Con. Res. 59, 
a concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of Congress that there should be 
established a National Community 
Health Center Week to raise awareness 
of health services provided by commu-
nity, migrant, public housing, and 
homeless health centers. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1157 

At the request of Mr. SMITH of New 
Hampshire, the name of the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) was added 
as a cosponsor of amendment No. 1157 
intended to be proposed to H.R. 2500, a 
bill making appropriations for the De-
partments of Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SPEC-
TER, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. MCCAIN, 
and Mr. FEINGOLD): 

S. 1348. A bill to designate the Fed-
eral building located at 10th Street and 
Constitution Avenue, NW, in Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, as the 
‘‘Robert F. Kennedy Department of 
Justice Building’’; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce, with Senators 
HATCH, SCHUMER, SPECTER, CLINTON, 
and MCCAIN, a bipartisan bill to name 
the Department of Justice building in 
honor of the late Robert F. Kennedy. I 
am also pleased to join the bipartisan 
efforts of Congressmen ROEMER and 
SCARBOROUGH, who are introducing 
companion legislation in the House of 
Representatives today. 

Robert F. Kennedy was a man of 
great courage and conviction. Of his 
many accomplishments during his life, 
the one we honor today is his tenure as 
Attorney General of the United States. 
Appointed by his brother, President 
John F. Kennedy, on January 21, 1961, 
he served his country admirably in the 
office of Attorney General until Sep-
tember 3, 1964. 

During his tenure as Attorney Gen-
eral, Robert Kennedy led the fight 
against injustice and championed civil 
rights for all Americans. He ordered 
United States Marshals to protect the 
Freedom Riders in Montgomery, Ala-
bama. He sent Federal troops to open 
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the doors for James Meredith to walk 
with dignity as the first African-Amer-
ican to attend the University of Mis-
sissippi. He pushed Congress to enact 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to guar-
antee basic freedoms for all our citi-
zens, regardless of race, religion or 
creed. 

Robert F. Kennedy’s commitment to 
justice for all echoed in his fond say-
ing: ‘‘Some men see things as they are 
and ask why; I dream of things that 
never were and ask why not.’’ 

Attorney General Kennedy also was a 
determined prosecutor. His inves-
tigated organized crime throughout 
America and became the first attorney 
general to establish coordinated fed-
eral law programs for the prosecution 
of organized crime. From 1960 to 1963, 
Department of Justice convictions 
against organized crime rose 800 per-
cent because of his efforts and dedica-
tion to bring organized crime figures to 
justice. 

As Attorney General, Bobby Kennedy 
represented President Kennedy in for-
eign affairs and closely advised the 
President in times of trouble. Attorney 
General Kennedy’s wise counsel during 
the Cuban Missile Crisis in October of 
1962, as well as secret negotiations with 
the Soviet Embassy, helped bring a 
peaceable end to the crisis. 

The memory of Robert F. Kennedy 
lives on in the work of others who care 
as much for justice as he did. As Attor-
ney General, Robert Kennedy wrote 
these words: ‘‘What happens to the 
country, to the world, depends on what 
we do with what others have left us.’’ 
It is in that spirit that we honor him 
today. 

I am proud to led this bipartisan ef-
fort to name the Department of Justice 
Building after Robert F. Kennedy with 
the greatest respect, admiration and 
appreciation for his service to his coun-
try. 

By Mr. ENSIGN (for himself and 
Mr. BROWNBACK): 

S. 1349. A bill to provide for a Na-
tional Stem Cell Donor Bank regarding 
qualifying human stem cells, and for 
the conduct and support of research 
using such cells; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
rise to join my colleague JOHN ENSIGN 
of Nevada in proud support of The Re-
sponsible Stem Cell Research Act of 
2001, legislation aimed at committing 
our Nation to a bold investment in 
promising, ethical medical research 
with which we all can live. 

As my colleagues well know, the 
issue of stem cell research has been the 
subject of rigorous debate in Congress, 
within the medical, bioethical, legal, 
and patient advocacy communities, 
and on the pages and airwaves of the 
local and national media. 

Over the past several months in par-
ticular the American public has been 
witness and subject to a maddening 
barrage of charges and countercharges 

about how our public conscience may 
or may not countenance the deliberate 
destruction of a human embryo for the 
purpose of research. 

If one thing is clear on this con-
troversial issue, it is that the country 
is divided about this wrenching di-
lemma, about whether or not the Fed-
eral Government ought to lend sup-
port—and thus communal moral sanc-
tion—to the speculative potential of 
stem cell research which involves the 
destruction of human embryos. This is 
a profound policy question which is 
fraught with considerable ethical, 
moral and legal questions. It requires 
that our body politic make the monu-
mental determination that will forever 
brand our public conscience as to 
whether a human embryo is a life, or 
conversely, a property which can be de-
stroyed and exploited for the advance-
ment of science and research. 

I fervently believe that fertilization 
produces a new member of the human 
species, that it is a categorical impera-
tive that human life be treated as an 
end and not a means. To use a human 
being, even a newly conceived one, as a 
commodity is never morally accept-
able. Each person must be treated as 
an end in himself, not as a means to 
improve someone else’s life. 

Indeed, current Federal law explic-
itly prohibits Federal funding of ex-
periments that destroy embryos out-
side the womb precisely because indi-
vidual human life begins at fertiliza-
tion. 

But while President Bush continues 
to review the stem cell guidelines 
issued under the previous administra-
tion to determine whether or not they 
violate current Federal law barring the 
use of Federal funds in research that 
leads to the destruction of embryos, 
and it is my hope that President bush 
will uphold current Federal law and re-
ject any semantical nuances or euphe-
misms with regard to what embryonic 
stem cell research is all about, the 
field of promising research behind 
which all Americans can unite, which 
is ethical and beyond controversy, is 
that which involves embryonic-type 
post-natal stem cells. 

Unfortunately, the opportunities for 
developing successful therapies from 
stem cells that do not require the de-
struction of human embryos have been 
given relative short shrift by the 
media. But adult and other post-natal 
stem cells have been successfully ex-
tracted from umbilical cord blood, 
placentas, fat, cadaver brains, bone 
marrow, and tissues of the spleen, pan-
creas, and other organs. They can be 
located in numerous cell and tissue 
types and can be transformed into vir-
tually all cell and tissue types. And 
perhaps most important of all, these 
alternative cell therapies are already 
treating cartilage defects in children, 
systemic lupus, and helping restore vi-
sion to patients who were legally blind, 
just to name a few. By contrast, em-
bryonic stem cell research has no 
equivalent record of success even in 

animal studies. Embryonic cells have 
never ameliorated one human malady. 

In order to move forward with and 
build upon the successes of this prom-
ising research, the Responsible Stem 
Cell Research Act would authorize $275 
million for this ethical stem cell re-
search which is actually proven to help 
hundreds of thousands of patients, with 
new clinical uses expanding almost 
weekly. This represents a 50 percent in-
crease in current NIH funding being de-
voted to this stem cell research. 

This legislation would also establish 
a National Stem Cell Donor Bank for 
umbilical cord blood and human pla-
centa to generate a source of versatile, 
embryonic-type stem cells that could 
be matched with people who need stem 
cells for treatment. These stem cells 
would be available for biomedical re-
search and clinical purposes. 

No matter where one stands on the 
divisive issue of embryonic stem cell 
research, this issue and many others 
dealing with the rapid advancements in 
biotechnology are coming to define the 
very important choices which confront 
us as a society and the courses we must 
choose as policymakers. With stem cell 
research moving forward so rapidly, we 
have a duty to be well educated to be 
able to make informed decisions about 
these issues. For this reason, and be-
cause of biotechnology’s prospects for 
affecting positive change in other areas 
of our lives such as in our agriculture 
community, I have recently joined as a 
member of the bipartisan Senate Bio-
technology Caucus. Co-chaired by our 
colleagues TIM HUTCHINSON of Arkansas 
and CHRIS DODD of Connecticut, the 
Biotechnology Caucus regularly hosts 
educational forums for members of the 
Senate and their staff about a broad 
scope of biotech issues, from the in-
creasing availability of genetically-en-
gineered products to research, trade, 
and bioethics. The group also acts as a 
resource for information about bio-
technology and encourage committee 
hearings on the topic. 

The possibility that biotechnology 
may help improve the health human-
kind holds great promise and must be 
examined closely. But there is no rea-
son for our Nation to lie fallow with re-
spect to the federal government’s sup-
port for type of stem cell research 
which is life-friendly and beyond con-
troversy. It is my hope that our col-
leagues here in the Senate and in the 
House will pause from the rancor that 
has surrounded the stem cell research 
debate and come to support the Re-
sponsible Stem Cell Research Act, an 
aggressive initiative to fund and de-
velop promising medical research with 
which we all can live. 

By Mr. DAYTON: 
S. 1350. A bill to amend the title 

XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide payment to medicare ambu-
lance suppliers of the full costs of pro-
viding such services, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, today I 
rise to introduce the Medicare Access 
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to Ambulance Service Act of 2001. Reli-
able ambulance service is often a mat-
ter of life and death. This bill is de-
signed to head off growing problems 
that are putting ambulance providers 
in Minnesota and across the country in 
financial jeopardy and affecting their 
ability to deliver emergency services 
to patients. 

The Medicare Access to Ambulance 
Service Act of 2001 will help ambulance 
providers whose service quality is 
threatened by inadequate Medicare 
payments and the inappropriate pay-
ment denials by Medicare claims proc-
essors. The continuing difficulties jeop-
ardize the quality of care, and ulti-
mately may increase the time it takes 
to respond to emergencies. 

Recently my staff in Minnesota met 
with ambulance providers and Medi-
care beneficiaries in Hibbing, Duluth, 
Moorhead, St. Cloud, Bemidji, Mar-
shall, and Harmony, Minnesota to lis-
ten to their concerns over Medicare 
ambulance service. In every part of the 
State the stories were the same. The 
biggest concern was Medicare’s denial 
of ambulance claims. Medicare has de-
nied claims for such medical emer-
gencies as cardiac arrest, heart attack, 
and stroke. One elderly woman from 
Duluth, Minnesota was so upset with 
the Medicare process and the year it 
took to get her claim paid, that when 
she needed an ambulance again she 
called a taxi. This is unacceptable. 

To make matters worse, when Con-
gress enacted the Balanced Budget Act 
of 1997 it required that ambulance pay-
ments be moved to a fee schedule on a 
cost-neutral basis. Moving to a fee- 
schedule makes sense, but not on a 
cost-neutral basis for a system that is 
already underfunded. The proposed fee- 
schedule is especially unfair to rural 
areas and will mean the end of small 
ambulance providers in Minnesota and 
throughout the country. 

My bill includes four components to 
address these problems. First, the bill 
requires that the Medicare fee schedule 
be based on the national average cost 
of providing the service. Second, the 
bill requires the General Accounting 
Office to determine a reasonable defini-
tion for how to identify rural ambu-
lance providers and higher payments 
for rural ambulance services. Third, 
the bill includes a ‘‘prudent layperson’’ 
standard for the payment of emergency 
ambulance claims. Simply stated, this 
provision means that if a reasonable 
person believed an emergency medical 
problem existed when the ambulance 
was requested then Medicare would pay 
the claim. Minnesota already leads the 
nation with this successfully imple-
mented standard for all other patients, 
with the exception of those covered by 
Medicare. And finally, the bill requires 
Medicare to adopt a ‘‘condition coding’’ 
to be used by the ambulance provider. 

Medicare beneficiaries deserve more 
from the health insurance system than 
additional anxiety in an emergency sit-
uation for a system into which they 
have paid. When people in Minnesota 

and across the country have an emer-
gency requiring an ambulance, they 
want to know that they will quickly 
and reliably get the care they need. 
However, current Medicare policies and 
procedures are putting quality ambu-
lance service at risk and are forcing 
many ambulance providers to struggle 
to stay in business, especially in rural 
communities. My legislation addresses 
problems that threaten quality ambu-
lance service for patients in Minnesota 
and across the country. 

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself, 
Mr. BIDEN, and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 1351. A bill to provide administra-
tive subpoena authority to appre-
hended fugitives; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation that 
would help Federal law enforcement 
track down and apprehend dangerous 
fugitives who are roaming the streets 
of America. 

I am pleased to have as original co-
sponsors Senator BIDEN and Senator 
HATCH. Both of them are distinguished 
members of this Body with extensive 
knowledge in crime issues, and I great-
ly appreciate their support on this im-
portant legislation. 

Fugitives from justice pose a serious 
threat to public safety. These crimi-
nals are evading the criminal justice 
system with impunity, and many of 
them are committing more crimes 
while they are free. We should help law 
enforcement bring them to justice and 
prevent future crime. 

It has been estimated that fifty per-
cent of the crime in America is com-
mitted by five percent of the offenders. 
It is these serious, repeat criminals, 
many of whom are fugitives, that law 
enforcement must address today. 

There are over 550,000 felony or other 
serious Federal and State fugitives 
listed in the National Crime Informa-
tion Center database. The number has 
more than doubled since 1987, and is 
growing every year. 

This bill would respond to the grow-
ing fugitive threat by providing the 
Justice Department administrative 
subpoena authority for fugitives. Fed-
eral officers already have this crime- 
fighting tool in other areas, and this 
legislation would fill a serious gap that 
currently exists for fugitive investiga-
tions. Information such as telephone or 
apartment records may provide the 
missing link to track down a fugitive. 
Also, it can be critical to track down 
leads very quickly because fugitives 
are often transient and the trail can 
quickly become cold. 

The grand jury is routinely available 
to obtain information about the where-
abouts of those who are suspected of 
committing crimes. Surprisingly, the 
same cannot be said for those who were 
caught but got away. The grand jury is 
generally not an option to get informa-
tion about known fugitives who are 
evading justice. 

It is true that a Federal prosecutor 
can seek the approval of a judge for a 

administrative subpoena under the All 
Writs Act. However, it is a long, time- 
consuming process to get overworked 
federal judges with crowded dockets to 
act on these requests, especially if they 
are not rare. In any event, it may be 
too late by the time the court re-
sponds. Administrative subpoenas can 
prevent costly delays. 

Last year, we worked hard to give 
law enforcement tools to address the 
serious fugitive threat, holding hear-
ings and moving important legislation. 
The Congress authorized $40 million 
over three years to create task forces 
led by the Marshals Service to appre-
hend dangerous fugitives. As part of 
this effort, the Senate passed adminis-
trative subpoena authority twice by 
unanimous consent last year. However, 
this authority was not included in the 
final legislation because it stalled in 
the House last year. I hope that, as we 
explain the need for this authority and 
how it is really a very narrow expan-
sion beyond current law, we will re-
ceive widespread support in both 
Houses of Congress. 

Administrative subpoenas are not 
new to federal law enforcement. They 
have existed for years to help authori-
ties solve various crimes, including 
drug offenses, child pornography, and 
even health care fraud. However, this 
bill places greater restrictions on the 
use of the subpoenas than currently 
exist in these other areas. These sub-
poenas could be used only to obtain 
documents and records, not testimony. 

None of us want a subpoena issued 
unless it is needed and fully complies 
with the law. This bill contains proce-
dures for people to challenge the sub-
poena that they receive and have a 
judge review whether it should be 
issued. Judicial review is required in 
any case where the person requests it. 

The subpoena authority has no im-
pact on the Fourth Amendment and its 
general prohibition on searches and 
seizures without a court-approved war-
rant. Courts have routinely upheld ad-
ministrative subpoenas as entirely con-
sistent with the Fourth Amendment. 
Administrative subpoenas do not allow 
law enforcement to enter a home or 
business to conduct any search. They 
only allow the government to receive 
documentary information that they 
can show will help them find felons 
who are on the run. 

In summary, this legislation would 
help authorities get the information 
they need to find dangerous fugitives 
before it is too late. I am pleased that 
this proposal has the endorsement of 
law enforcement organizations, includ-
ing the Fraternal Order of Police, the 
National Association of Police Organi-
zations, and the Federal Law Enforce-
ment Officers Association. 

I encourage my colleagues to stand 
up for law enforcement and support 
this important legislation. I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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S. 1351 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fugitive Ap-
prehension Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. ADMINISTRATIVE SUBPOENAS TO APPRE-

HEND FUGITIVES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 49 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘§ 1075. Administrative subpoenas to appre-

hend fugitives 
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) FUGITIVE.—The term ‘fugitive’ means 

a person who— 
‘‘(A) having been accused by complaint, in-

formation, or indictment under Federal law 
or having been convicted of committing a 
felony under Federal law, flees or attempts 
to flee from or evades or attempts to evade 
the jurisdiction of the court with jurisdic-
tion over the felony; 

‘‘(B) having been accused by complaint, in-
formation, or indictment under State law or 
having been convicted of committing a fel-
ony under State law, flees or attempts to 
flee from, or evades or attempts to evade, 
the jurisdiction of the court with jurisdic-
tion over the felony; 

‘‘(C) escapes from lawful Federal or State 
custody after having been accused by com-
plaint, information, or indictment or having 
been convicted of committing a felony under 
Federal or State law; or 

‘‘(D) is in violation of subparagraph (2) or 
(3) of the first undesignated paragraph of sec-
tion 1073. 

‘‘(2) INVESTIGATION.—The term ‘investiga-
tion’ means, with respect to a State fugitive 
described in subparagraph (B) or (C) of para-
graph (1), an investigation in which there is 
reason to believe that the fugitive fled from 
or evaded, or attempted to flee from or 
evade, the jurisdiction of the court, or es-
caped from custody, in or affecting, or using 
any facility of, interstate or foreign com-
merce, or as to whom an appropriate law en-
forcement officer or official of a State or po-
litical subdivision has requested the Attor-
ney General to assist in the investigation, 
and the Attorney General finds that the par-
ticular circumstances of the request give rise 
to a Federal interest sufficient for the exer-
cise of Federal jurisdiction pursuant to sec-
tion 1075. 

‘‘(b) SUBPOENAS AND WITNESSES.— 
‘‘(1) SUBPOENAS.—In any investigation with 

respect to the apprehension of a fugitive, the 
Attorney General may subpoena witnesses 
for the purpose of the production of any 
records (including books, papers, documents, 
electronic data, and other tangible and in-
tangible items that constitute or contain 
evidence) that the Attorney General finds, 
based on articulable facts, are relevant to 
discerning the whereabouts of the fugitive. A 
subpoena under this subsection shall de-
scribe the records or items required to be 
produced and prescribe a return date within 
a reasonable period of time within which the 
records or items can be assembled and made 
available. 

‘‘(2) WITNESSES.—The attendance of wit-
nesses and the production of records may be 
required from any place in any State or 
other place subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States at any designated place where 
the witness was served with a subpoena, ex-
cept that a witness shall not be required to 
appear more than 500 miles distant from the 
place where the witness was served. Wit-
nesses summoned under this section shall be 
paid the same fees and mileage that are paid 
witnesses in the courts of the United States. 

‘‘(c) SERVICE.— 

‘‘(1) AGENT.—A subpoena issued under this 
section may be served by any person des-
ignated in the subpoena as the agent of serv-
ice. 

‘‘(2) NATURAL PERSON.—Service upon a nat-
ural person may be made by personal deliv-
ery of the subpoena to that person or by cer-
tified mail with return receipt requested. 

‘‘(3) CORPORATION.—Service may be made 
upon a domestic or foreign corporation or 
upon a partnership or other unincorporated 
association that is subject to suit under a 
common name, by delivering the subpoena to 
an officer, to a managing or general agent, 
or to any other agent authorized by appoint-
ment or by law to receive service of process. 

‘‘(4) AFFIDAVIT.—The affidavit of the per-
son serving the subpoena entered on a true 
copy thereof by the person serving it shall be 
proof of service. 

‘‘(d) CONTUMACY OR REFUSAL.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of the contu-

macy by or refusal to obey a subpoena issued 
to any person, the Attorney General may in-
voke the aid of any court of the United 
States within the jurisdiction of which the 
investigation is carried on or of which the 
subpoenaed person is an inhabitant, or in 
which he carries on business or may be 
found, to compel compliance with the sub-
poena. The court may issue an order requir-
ing the subpoenaed person to appear before 
the Attorney General to produce records if 
so ordered. 

‘‘(2) CONTEMPT.—Any failure to obey the 
order of the court may be punishable by the 
court as contempt thereof. 

‘‘(3) PROCESS.—All process in any case to 
enforce an order under this subsection may 
be served in any judicial district in which 
the person may be found. 

‘‘(4) RIGHTS OF SUBPOENA RECIPIENT.—Not 
later than 20 days after the date of service of 
an administrative subpoena under this sec-
tion upon any person, or at any time before 
the return date specified in the subpoena, 
whichever period is shorter, such person may 
file, in the district within which such person 
resides, is found, or transacts business, a pe-
tition to modify or quash such subpoena on 
grounds that— 

‘‘(A) the terms of the subpoena are unrea-
sonable or oppressive; 

‘‘(B) the subpoena fails to meet the re-
quirements of this section; or 

‘‘(C) the subpoena violates the constitu-
tional rights or any other legal rights or 
privilege of the subpoenaed party. 

‘‘(e) GUIDELINES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 

shall issue guidelines governing the issuance 
of administrative subpoenas pursuant to this 
section. 

‘‘(2) REVIEW.—The guidelines required by 
this subsection shall mandate that adminis-
trative subpoenas may be issued only after 
review and approval of senior supervisory 
personnel within the respective investigative 
agency or component of the Department of 
Justice and of the United States Attorney 
for the judicial district in which the admin-
istrative subpoena shall be served. 

‘‘(f) NONDISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided by law, the Attorney General may 
apply to a court for an order requiring the 
party to whom an administrative subpoena 
is directed to refrain from notifying any 
other party of the existence of the subpoena 
or court order for such period as the court 
deems appropriate. 

‘‘(2) ORDER.—The court shall enter such 
order if it determines that there is reason to 
believe that notification of the existence of 
the administrative subpoena will result in— 

‘‘(A) endangering the life or physical safety 
of an individual; 

‘‘(B) flight from prosecution; 

‘‘(C) destruction of or tampering with evi-
dence; 

‘‘(D) intimidation of potential witnesses; 
or 

‘‘(E) otherwise seriously jeopardizing an 
investigation or undue delay of a trial. 

‘‘(g) IMMUNITY FROM CIVIL LIABILITY.—Any 
person, including officers, agents, and em-
ployees, who in good faith produce the 
records or items requested in a subpoena 
shall not be liable in any court of any State 
or the United States to any customer or 
other person for such production or for non-
disclosure of that production to the cus-
tomer, in compliance with the terms of a 
court order for nondisclosure.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The analysis for chapter 49 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘1075. Administrative subpoenas to appre-

hend fugitives.’’. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to be able to join with 
Senators THURMOND and HATCH in in-
troducing the Fugitive Apprehension 
Act of 2001. This bill authorizes the At-
torney General to issue administrative 
subpoenas in cases involving fugitives. 
Its passage will provide law enforce-
ment with the tools it needs to more 
effectively track and apprehend fugi-
tives from justice, and I look forward 
to its prompt consideration. 

Crime across the country continues 
to trend downwards, though we have 
seen some mixed statistical signals of 
late. As chairman of the newly-created 
Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime and 
Drugs, I am extremely concerned by 
the Nation’s fugitive problem. Accord-
ing to estimates from the Department 
of Justice, there are approximately 
54,000 fugitives from justice in Federal 
cases. A total of 565,611 fugitives, in-
cluding state and local felony cases, 
have been entered into the database of 
the National Crime Information Cen-
ter, up from 340,000 10 years ago. But 
this figure only begins to measure the 
problem, as the National Crime Infor-
mation Center receives just 20 percent 
of all outstanding State and local fel-
ony warrants. 

These fugitives from justice are a 
very real and dangerous concern. For 
example, last December, there was a 
shooting in Wilmington, DE. The 
shooter was charged with attempted 
murder and weapons violations and was 
jailed in Chester, PA, on a separate, 
earlier shooting charge. He then posted 
$500 bail on those charges, and prompt-
ly fled the jurisdiction. Members of 
Delaware’s Violent Fugitive Task 
Force soon determined this violent 
criminal was hiding out in West Los 
Angeles. They alerted local FBI agents, 
who soon located the fugitive in a car 
and tried to stop him. He led the 
agents on a two-mile, high-speed chase, 
crashed into a pole, then tried to es-
cape on foot. He was eventually cap-
tured, arrested, and he was recently re-
turned to Delaware to face charges. 
This fugitive is particularly dangerous: 
he has a long record of drug and other 
offenses, including 52 arrests in Dela-
ware dating all the way back to when 
he was 13. 
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Unfortunately, this incident from my 

home State is not an isolated one, and 
we should not hamstring law enforce-
ment when they try to catch these 
criminals. To better equip our Federal 
law enforcement agents with the re-
sources they need to track and appre-
hend dangerous fugitives from justice, 
we need to make some changes to our 
criminal laws. The Fugitive Apprehen-
sion Act of 2001 gives the Attorney 
General, principally through the 
United States Marshals Service, au-
thority to issue administrative sub-
poenas in cases involving fugitives. 
Last year, the Director of the Marshals 
Service testified as to the need for 
these subpoenas in fugitive cases; he 
noted that seldom is a grand jury 
available to issue a subpoena in these 
instances. In fugitive cases, time is 
often of the essence and successful in-
vestigations depend on real-time infor-
mation, such as telephone subscriber 
and credit records. The time required 
to get a court order can make the dif-
ference between whether a fugitive is 
apprehended or remains at large. 

Given the privacy concerns that 
rightfully arise whenever Fourth 
Amendment protections are impacted, 
I want to take a moment to describe 
some of the safeguards in the bill we 
introduce today. First, and impor-
tantly, the bill’s provisions apply only 
to those fugitives charged with or con-
victed of violent felonies or trafficking 
in drugs. 

Second, the bill in no way authorizes 
searches by law enforcement agencies; 
the subpoenas envisioned by the bill 
may be used only to obtain documents. 
Witness testimony and searches still 
must meet the Constitution’s warrant 
requirement. 

Third, each administrative subpoena 
issued must be approved by the local 
United States Attorney for the district 
in which the subpoena will be served. I 
realize the Marshals Service and other 
law enforcement groups would rather 
this safeguard not be in the bill, but I 
insisted upon its inclusion at this point 
so as to ensure this new investigative 
power is not abused. I look forward to 
continuing my discussions with the 
Marshals Service and others con-
cerning the effect this safeguard could 
have on their fugitive apprehensions. 

Fourth, the bill allows the person on 
whom an administrative subpoena is 
served to request to a court that it be 
overturned—judicial review is man-
dated each time an administrative sub-
poena is challenged. 

I am mindful of the fact that Federal 
law enforcement already has adminis-
trative subpoena power in other types 
of cases, including drug enforcement, 
child abuse and child pornography in-
vestigations. The need for administra-
tive subpoena authority should be 
more clear in fugitive cases; there, the 
criminal being pursued has already 
proven his danger to society by com-
mitting a very serious crime. The bill 
we are introducing today is quite lim-
ited in scope, and its built in safe-

guards coupled with the opportunity 
for judicial review I believe balance 
well the rights of individuals with the 
clear need to catch those violent crimi-
nals on the lam, criminals whose very 
presence on our streets threatens us 
all. I thank Senator THURMOND for his 
leadership in this area, and I look for-
ward to working with him and Senator 
HATCH to see this bill signed into law. 

By Mr. SANTORUM: 
S. 1352. A bill to amend the National 

and Community Service Act of 1990 to 
carry out the Americorps program as a 
voucher program that assists charities 
serving low-income individuals, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing a bill which re-
forms and expands service opportuni-
ties through the AmeriCorps program 
by transitioning the service program 
toward an individual model with 
voucher-like awards to individuals de-
siring to serve low-income individuals 
or communities. The goal is to de-
crease dependency on large, more per-
manent group service locations and 
dramatically increase the scope of 
service opportunities and charitable lo-
cations which would be eligible for 
voucher recipients to serve commu-
nities and to require that site locations 
be predominantly serving low-income 
communities or people. 

Under the leadership of former Sen-
ator Harris Wofford and the States, sig-
nificant steps were taken to improve 
the management of the AmeriCorps 
program of the Corporation for Na-
tional Service, CNS, and I recognize 
the dedication and contributions of 
AmeriCorps participants. I also believe 
that more can be done to expand the ef-
fectiveness of the AmeriCorps by ex-
panding the opportunities for service 
and have been looking at a number of 
options for more than a year. 

The bill’s approach to reform should 
better enable participants to get to 
know the communities that they are 
serving. It is also a goal of this initia-
tive to place an additional emphasis on 
the importance of leveraging volun-
teers and providing technical assist-
ance and capacity building skills for 
these organizations. This will increase 
the long-term benefit which the organi-
zations and the communities that they 
serve receive. The new proposal has 
some similarities to AmeriCorpsVISTA 
under the CNS but the scope of the pro-
posed authorization is limited to 
AmeriCorps, although I believe that 
other restructuring may well be war-
ranted. 

The reform proposal includes the fol-
lowing elements: The individual award 
or voucher would be for use at chari-
table organizations predominantly 
serving the poor (like the current 
AmeriCorpsVISTA focus). All eligible 
qualifying charities (consistent with 
IRS requirements for 501(c)(3)’s) pre-
dominantly serving the poor would be 

eligible locations for service. All re-
ceiving locations must comply with the 
current supervisory and reporting re-
quirements (e.g., web-based reporting 
system) of the Corporation for Na-
tional Service. The voucher is awarded 
to the individual who chooses a quali-
fied location for service and not the 
charitable organization. The current 
education and stipend benefits of 
AmeriCorps would remain the same 
and be included with the new voucher. 
The education award may be given to 
another individual chosen by the 
AmeriCorps volunteer without impact-
ing the ability of the donee to receive 
other sources of grant and scholarship 
assistance, increasing the 
attractiveness for older Americans to 
participate. If the number of applicants 
exceeds the available vouchers, a lot-
tery system established by the Cor-
poration for National Service would be 
used to determine the selection of 
qualified voucher recipients. The bill 
provides for consolidation of Ameri-
cans and AmeriCorpsVISTA state of-
fices to better leverage resources. A 
one-year transition period to the new 
system is provided. 

I urge my colleagues to consider this 
opportunity to reform AmeriCorps par-
ticipants. I believe that refocusing the 
program on poverty alleviation efforts, 
expanded choice, and placing a greater 
emphasis on serving charities and the 
needy communities they serve through 
provision of expanded technical assist-
ance and capacity building services 
will provide a brighter future for 
AmeriCorps and a more strategic con-
tribution from this federally supported 
program for Americans in need. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. REED, and Mr. 
SCHUMER): 

S. 1355. A bill to prevent children 
from having access to firearms; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my colleagues Senator KEN-
NEDY, LEVIN, REED, and SCHUMER to in-
troduce the Children’s Firearm Access 
Prevention Act of 2001. 

My legislation is modeled after simi-
lar legislation that Texas enacted into 
law under then Governor George W. 
Bush in 1995. It is my sincere hope that 
President Bush will work with Con-
gress to enact this important bill. 

While many in Congress have argued 
that the Second Amendment guaran-
tees individuals the right to bear arms, 
there has been far less discussion about 
the corresponding responsibilities of 
gun owners to keep their firearms 
away from children. 

The Children’s Firearm Access Pre-
vention, CAP, Act of 2001 subjects gun 
owners to a prison sentence of up to 1 
year and a fine of up to $4,000 when 
they fail to use a secure gun storage or 
safety device for their firearms and a 
juvenile under the age of 18 uses that 
firearm to cause serious bodily injury 
to themselves or others. The CAP bill 
also subjects gun owners to a fine of up 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:04 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00069 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8918 August 3, 2001 
to $500 when they fail to use a secure 
gun storage or safety device for their 
firearm and a juvenile obtains access 
to the firearm. 

My legislation includes commonsense 
exceptions. Gun owners would not be 
subject to criminal or civil liability 
when a juvenile uses a firearm in an 
act of lawful self-defense; takes the 
firearm off the person of a law enforce-
ment official; obtains the firearm as a 
result of an unlawful entry; or obtains 
the firearm during a time when the ju-
venile was engaged in agricultural en-
terprise. Gun owners would also not be 
liable if they had no reasonable expec-
tation that juveniles would be on the 
premises, or if the juvenile was super-
vised by a person older than 18 years of 
age and was engaging in hunting, 
sporting, or other lawful purposes. 

CAP laws have reduced unintentional 
shootings in states that have enacted 
these laws. In Florida, the first State 
to pass a CAP law, unintentional 
shooting deaths dropped by more than 
50 percent in the first year following 
enactment. 17 states, including my 
home state of Illinois, have enacted 
CAP laws. 

A study published in the Journal of 
the American Medical Association, 
JAMA, in October of 1997 found a 23 
percent decrease in unintentional fire-
arm related deaths among children 
younger than 15 in those States that 
had implemented CAP laws. According 
to the JAMA article, if all 50 States 
had CAP laws during the period of 1990– 
1994, 216 children might have lived. 

While I understand that some Ameri-
cans feel safer with a gun in the home, 
the sad reality is that a gun in the 
home is far more likely to be used to 
kill a family member or a friend than 
to be used in self-defense. Over 90 per-
cent of handguns involved in uninten-
tional shootings are obtained in the 
home where these shootings occur. 
Many unintentional shootings could be 
prevented if firearms were safely 
stored. 

Children and easy access to guns are 
a recipe for tragedy. I ask my Senate 
colleagues to join me in this effort to 
protect children from the dangers of 
gun violence. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1355 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Children’s 
Firearm Access Prevention Act’’. 
SEC. 2. CHILDREN AND FIREARMS SAFETY. 

(a) DEFINITION.—Section 921(a)(34)(A) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting ‘‘or removing’’ after ‘‘deacti-
vating’’. 

(b) PROHIBITION.—Section 922 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after subsection (y) the following: 

‘‘(z) PROHIBITION AGAINST GIVING JUVE-
NILES ACCESS TO CERTAIN FIREARMS.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) JUVENILE.—The term ‘juvenile’ means 

an individual who has not attained the age of 
18 years. 

‘‘(B) CRIMINAL NEGLIGENCE.—The term 
‘criminal negligence’ pertains to conduct 
that involves a gross deviation from the 
standard of care that a reasonable person 
would exercise under the circumstances, but 
which is not reckless. 

‘‘(2) PROHIBITION.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), it shall be unlawful for any 
person to keep a loaded firearm, or an un-
loaded firearm and ammunition for a fire-
arm, any of which has been shipped or trans-
ported in interstate or foreign commerce or 
otherwise substantially affects interstate or 
foreign commerce, within any premises that 
is under the custody or control of that per-
son if that person knows or, with criminal 
negligence, should know that a juvenile is 
capable of gaining access to the firearm 
without the permission of the parent or legal 
guardian of the juvenile, and fails to take 
steps to prevent such access. 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (2) does not 
apply if— 

‘‘(A) the person uses a secure gun storage 
or safety device for the firearm; 

‘‘(B) the person is a peace officer, a mem-
ber of the Armed Forces, or a member of the 
National Guard, and the juvenile obtains the 
firearm during, or incidental to, the per-
formance of the official duties of the person 
in that capacity; 

‘‘(C) the juvenile obtains, or obtains and 
discharges, the firearm in a lawful act of 
self-defense or defense of one or more other 
persons; 

‘‘(D) the person has no reasonable expecta-
tion, based on objective facts and cir-
cumstances, that a juvenile is likely to be 
present on the premises on which the firearm 
is kept; 

‘‘(E) the juvenile obtains the firearm as a 
result of an unlawful entry by any person; 

‘‘(F) the juvenile was supervised by a per-
son older than 18 years of age and was engag-
ing in hunting, sporting, or another lawful 
purpose; or 

‘‘(G) the juvenile gained the gun during a 
time that the juvenile was engaged in an ag-
ricultural enterprise.’’. 

(c) PENALTIES.—Section 924(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(7)(A) Whoever violates section 922(z), if a 
juvenile (as defined in section 922(z)) obtains 
access to the firearm that is the subject of 
the violation and thereby causes death or se-
rious bodily injury to the juvenile or to any 
other person, shall be fined not more than 
$4,000, imprisoned not more than 1 year, or 
both. 

‘‘(B) Whoever violates section 922(z), if a 
juvenile (as defined in section 922(z)) obtains 
access to the firearm that is the subject of 
the violation shall be fined not more than 
$500.’’. 

(d) ROLE OF LICENSED FIREARMS DEALERS.— 
Section 926 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(d) CONTENTS OF FORM.—The Secretary 
shall ensure that a copy of section 922(z) ap-
pears on the form required to be obtained by 
a licensed dealer from a prospective trans-
feree of a firearm; 

‘‘(e) NOTICE OF CHILDREN’S FIREARM ACCESS 
PREVENTION ACT.—A licensed dealer shall 
post a prominent notice in the place of busi-
ness of the licensed dealer as follows: 

‘‘IT IS UNLAWFUL AND A VIOLATION 
OF THE CHILDREN’S FIREARM ACCESS 
PREVENTION ACT TO STORE, TRANS-
PORT, OR ABANDON AN UNINSURED 
FIREARM IN A PLACE WHERE CHILDREN 
ARE LIKELY TO BE AND CAN OBTAIN AC-
CESS TO THE FIREARM.’’. 

(e) NO EFFECT ON STATE LAW.—Nothing in 
this section or the amendments made by this 
section shall be construed to preempt any 
provision of the law of any State, the pur-
pose of which is to prevent juveniles from in-
juring themselves or others with firearms. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. KEN-
NEDY): 

S. 1356. A bill to establish a commis-
sion to review the facts and cir-
cumstances surrounding injustices suf-
fered by European Americans, Euro-
pean Latin Americans, and European 
refugees during World War II; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Wartime Treat-
ment of European Americans and Refu-
gees Study Act. This bill would create 
a Commission to review the United 
States Government’s treatment during 
World War II of German Americans, 
Italian Americans, certain Latin Amer-
icans, and refugees of Nazi Germany. 

I am very pleased that my distin-
guished colleagues, Senators GRASSLEY 
and KENNEDY, have joined me as co-
sponsors of this important bill. I par-
ticularly want to thank them for their 
input and valuable contributions to 
this bill. 

The allied victory in the Second 
World War was an American triumph, 
and most of all, a triumph for human 
freedom. Today we rightly celebrate 
the contributions of what Tom Brokaw 
has called the Greatest Generation, the 
courage displayed by so many Ameri-
cans in that terrible struggle should be 
a source of pride for every American. 

Those Americans fought, and often 
gave their lives, to restore freedom and 
democracy abroad. But, as brave Amer-
icans fought enemies in Europe and the 
Pacific, here at home the U.S. govern-
ment was curtailing the freedom of its 
own people. Of course, every nation has 
the duty to protect its homefront in 
wartime. But, even in war, we must re-
spect the basic freedoms for which so 
many Americans have given their lives, 
including untold numbers of German 
and Italian Americans. 

Many Americans are by now aware 
that during World War II, under the au-
thority of Executive Order 9066, our 
government forced more than 100,000 
ethnic Japanese from their homes and 
into camps. This evacuation policy 
forced Japanese Americans to endure 
great hardship. Approximately 15,000 
additional ethnic Japanese were selec-
tively interned in government operated 
internment camps. They often lost 
their basic freedoms, their livelihood, 
and perhaps worst of all, suffered the 
shame and humiliation of being locked 
behind barbed wire and military guard, 
by their own government. Under the 
Civil Liberties Act of 1988, this shame-
ful episode in American history re-
ceived the official condemnation it de-
served. Under the Act, people of Japa-
nese ancestry who suffered either relo-
cation or selective internment received 
an apology and reparations, on behalf 
of the people of the United States. 
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But, while the treatment of Japanese 

Americans has finally received the at-
tention it deserves by the public, most 
Americans have never even heard 
about the approximately 11,000 ethnic 
Germans living in America, the 3,200 
ethnic Italians living in America, or 
the scores of ethnic Bulgarians, Hun-
garians, Rumanians or other European 
Americans who were taken from their 
homes and placed into internment 
camps during World War II. Hundreds 
remained interned for up to three years 
after the war was over. 

Today I introduce legislation to con-
vene an independent commission to ex-
amine this tragic history, try to under-
stand why it happened, and to try to 
ensure that it never happens again. We 
must learn the lessons of history, how-
ever painful they might be for us, and 
for the families that endured this 
shameful treatment. In a time of 
American heroism abroad, here at 
home we faltered. We failed to protect 
the liberty of all Americans. Through 
our restrictive immigration policies, 
we also failed to offer safe harbor to 
European refugees fleeing Nazi geno-
cide. We turned away thousands of ref-
ugees fleeing Germany, delivering 
many of them to their deaths. 

As a Nation we have been slow to ad-
dress our conduct during the war. 
There has finally been some measure of 
justice for Japanese Americans who 
suffered in the United States, however 
little or however late. And Congress 
has finally begun to address the treat-
ment of Italian Americans. Last year, 
the President signed into law The War-
time Violation of Italian American 
Civil Liberties Act, which called for a 
report from the Department of Justice 
detailing injustices suffered by Italian- 
Americans during World War II. I be-
lieve that this is a step in the right di-
rection, but an independent panel 
should be convened to conduct a full 
and thorough review. 

I think many Americans would be 
surprised to learn that, to this day, 
more than 50 years later, there has 
been no recognition of the ordeal of 
thousands of German Americans during 
and after the Second World War. There 
has been no justice for ethnic Germans 
living in America who were branded 
‘‘enemy aliens’’ by their own govern-
ment. The U.S. government limited 
their travel, imposed curfews and 
seized their personal property. Thou-
sands were interned in camps, often 
separated from other members of their 
family, living in miserable conditions. 
Many of these families, including 
American children, were later shipped 
back to war-torn Europe in exchange 
for Americans held there, and suffered 
terribly. It is past time for the U.S. 
Government to recognize the pain and 
anguish these actions caused. 

And there has been no justice for Eu-
ropean Latin Americans, including 
German and Austrian Jews, who were 
actually repatriated or deported to 
hostile, war-torn European Axis pow-
ers, often as part of an exchange for 

Americans being held in those coun-
tries. The U.S. government uprooted 
these people from their homes and 
forced them into camps in the United 
States, essentially kidnaping them 
from nations not even directly involved 
in the War. Again, many were then 
shipped for exchange to Europe. 

And finally, there has been no justice 
for Europeans, often Jews, who sought 
refuge from the Nazis on our shores. 
We must examine the U.S. immigra-
tion policies of the 1930s and 1940s that 
turned these people away, and often de-
livered them into the hands of the 
Third Reich. 

This legislation proposes an inde-
pendent commission to look at U.S. 
policies during World War II, including 
the policies regarding German and 
Italian Americans, European Latin 
Americans, and the refugee immigra-
tion policies of the World War II era. 

In the 1940s, Germans and Italians 
were the two largest foreign-born popu-
lations in the United States. Under the 
policy put in place by the U.S. govern-
ment, thousands of aliens were simply 
arrested by the FBI. Far more often 
than not, these arrests were based on 
highly questionable evidence. Those ar-
rested were held indefinitely pending a 
hearing. Many times their families did 
not know where they had been taken 
for weeks, and if both parents were 
taken, children were often left to fend 
for themselves until family members 
or local governments took custody of 
them. 

They received a brief hearing before 
local hearing boards during which the 
local U.S. Attorney acted as pros-
ecutor. The hearing boards then rec-
ommended to the Department of Jus-
tice whether they should be released, 
paroled, or interned for the duration of 
the War. Despite the serious nature of 
this proceeding, those arrested did not 
have the right to have their own law-
yer and did not have the right to con-
front witnesses against them. The 
hearing boards would then send their 
recommendations to the Department of 
Justice, where a final determination 
could take months. Internment orders 
were issued for the duration of the war. 
Ironically, many were interned on Ellis 
Island, where immigrants had been 
welcomed for decades. 

Families, often left destitute, strug-
gled to survive and often lost their 
homes. Finally, the government would 
permit families to join their loved ones 
in a family camp, where they would 
live indefinitely behind barbed wire. 
These spouses and children were fre-
quently American citizens. 

In addition to internment, all enemy 
aliens during World War II were subject 
to strict regulations affecting their 
daily lives. Enemy aliens were required 
to carry photo-bearing identification 
booklets at all times, were forbidden to 
travel beyond a five mile radius of 
their homes, were required to turn in 
any short wave radios and cameras 
they owned. They were required to 
given the government a full-week’s no-

tice if they planned to spend a night 
away from home, and could not ride in 
airplanes. Thousands of enemy aliens 
were prohibited from entering military 
zones, some even evacuated from their 
homes. Many aliens and European 
American citizens were also subject to 
restrictions in or excluded from mili-
tary areas that collectively covered 
one-third of the country. 

As I’ve said, there has been some rec-
ognition of the wrongs done to Italian 
Americans during the war, but there 
has yet to be any formal recognition of 
the pain that German American fami-
lies went through. So I want to take a 
few moments to give examples to help 
my colleagues and the public under-
stand the kind of harassment they en-
dured. 

The FBI searched tens of thousands 
of alien residences between 1943 and 
1945. The stories of homes ransacked, 
or people being taken from their fami-
lies for years, are chilling. Take the 
case of Guenther Greis. Mr. Greis, as 
U.S. citizen, was 17 years old when 
World War II began in 1941. On Decem-
ber 7, 1941 Guenther’s father, a German 
citizen who had lived in the U.S. for at 
least 15 years, and worked in the chem-
ical industry, was arrested. 

Weeks passed before Guenther, his 
mother, and his family of four boys, 
three born in the United States, finally 
learned where their missing father had 
been taken. He was to be interned for 
the duration of the war. In the mean-
time, Guenther’s family had struggled 
to keep their home. Even as their fa-
ther was being detained by the govern-
ment, two sons enlisted in the mer-
chant Marines and served in the Pacific 
War Zone on behalf of the United 
States. The remaining family eventu-
ally was sent to the internment camp 
in Crystal City, TX, until Guenther and 
his brother were released in 1946. Guen-
ther’s parents remained interned until 
1947, two years after the end of the war. 
To this day, the Greis family does not 
have explanation of why their father 
was interned. 

Or take the story of Anton 
Schroeger, a German citizen who came 
to America at the age of 16, and by the 
time World War II began, had lived half 
his life in America. When World War II 
broke out, Anton was lucky to have a 
relatively high paying job as a skilled 
painter at the Milwaukee Road repair 
shops. Based on what Anton believed to 
be a false tip from somebody who want-
ed his job, however, Anton was arrested 
while at work, and taken to a series of 
interment camps. After his arrest, his 
wife, Anna, insisted on joining him in 
the internment camps, and, in fact, 
gave birth to a daughter in a camp in 
Texas. After World War II, Anton 
earned a living working at lower pay-
ing jobs. Despite this ordeal, Anton 
eventually became a U.S. citizen in 
1952. His family is certain that Anton 
did not engage in any activity that de-
served such treatment. 

Let me say here that there may have 
been people affected by these policies 
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who harbored sympathy for our adver-
saries, and was potentially dangerous. 
And every government must take steps 
to protect its homefront in a time of 
war. But even the people who may have 
posed a threat to our security should 
have had the basic protections en-
shrined in our Constitution. War tests 
all of our principles and values, with-
out question. But it is during these 
times of conflict, and fear, that we 
need to protect those principles the 
most. 

At least 11,000 German-Americans 
were placed in internment camps dur-
ing WWII. Thousands more were denied 
basic freedoms that most of us today 
take for granted. These Germans and 
German-Americans deserve a full fact- 
finding review and acknowledgement 
from the U.S. government, and they de-
serve to have their story told so that 
we may strive to ensure that the indi-
vidual rights of all Americans will re-
main free from arbitrary persecution. 

The work of the commission created 
by this bill would include a review of 
The Alien Enemy Act of 1798, which 
permitted this treatment under U.S. 
law and remains on the books today. 
So, the first act of the Commission 
would involve a full and thorough re-
view of the federal government’s treat-
ment of European Americans and Euro-
pean Latin Americans. 

The second part of the Commission’s 
work would be to study America’s 
treatment of refugees from Nazi Ger-
many. After Hitler took power in 1933, 
the freedoms of German Jews were 
eroded until many of them sought des-
perately to flee the country. First 
came an economic boycott, the loss of 
civil rights, citizenship, and jobs. 

Then, in November 1938, came the 
Kristallnacht pogrom, and ultimately, 
incarceration and systematic murder 
in concentration camps. Unfortu-
nately, as restrictions began to tighten 
and many Jews sought refuge outside 
of Nazi Germany, America, instead of 
acting as a haven for these refugees, 
was tightening its immigration rules. 
Between 1933 and 1939, 300,000 Germans, 
mostly Jews fleeing Nazi persecution, 
applied for visas to America. Yet only 
about 90,000 applicants were ever ad-
mitted into our nation. 

The requirements just to be consid-
ered for a visa were formidable. An ap-
plicant had to submit an application, a 
birth certificate, a certificate of good 
conduct from the German police, affi-
davits of good conduct, submit to a 
physical exam, proof of permission to 
leave a country of origin, proof of 
booked passage to the U.S., two spon-
sors in America, and on and on. These 
requirements made immigrating to the 
U.S. very difficult. Then, in 1941, a new 
regulation forbidding the granting of a 
visa to anyone who had relatives in an 
Axis-occupied territory essentially 
made seeking refuge in America impos-
sible for many Jews. 

Thanks to research conducted by the 
United States Holocaust Museum and 
other American scholars, we now have 

a fuller understanding of the ramifica-
tions of U.S. immigration policies. To 
put the tragic results of those policies 
into perspective, I’ll recount the fate of 
the passengers aboard a ship called the 
St. Louis. The St Louis sailed from Ham-
burg in April 1939 with 937 passengers 
aboard. Over 900 of those passengers 
were Jews, attempting to flee Ger-
many. America denied entry to the ref-
ugees on the ship, and it eventually 
sailed back to Antwerp in June 1939. 
From there, the refugees frantically 
searched for new countries to offer 
them protection. Some of them suc-
ceeded, while many did not, and were 
later detained and killed at Auschwitz. 

Some attempts were made to allow 
the most vulnerable of these refugees, 
children, into the United States. On 
February 9, 1939 the Wagner-Rogers ref-
ugee bill was introduced in this very 
Senate. The bill would have allowed 
admission to the United States of 20,000 
German refugee children under the age 
of 14 over a period of two years, in ad-
dition to the immigration normally 
permitted. But sadly, that bill was not 
even considered by the full Senate. 

The United States’ failure to offer 
refuge to Jews attempting to flee the 
Nazis is one of the most shameful peri-
ods in our history. We closed our bor-
ders to people fleeing persecution, and 
at the same time, within those borders, 
we treated too many people of ‘‘enemy 
ethnicity’’ as threats to a national se-
curity. The purpose of this proposed 
commission, is to understand and ac-
knowledge the United States’ actions 
during this period. As a Nation, we 
have repeatedly called on other coun-
tries to acknowledge their wartime of-
fenses against civilians. Today we have 
to ask of ourselves what we ask of 
other nations—why did we do it, and 
how can we prevent it from happening 
again? 

During the Second World War, we de-
feated terrible enemies abroad, but we 
also lost something of ourselves as we 
denied freedoms to people at home. For 
many, the nation they called home 
would never be the same to them after 
their loyalty was questioned, and their 
lives were ripped apart. Too many Ger-
man and Italian Americans were har-
assed and humiliated by the country 
where they lived, struggled, raised chil-
dren, ran businesses, and built their 
dreams for a better life. This was the 
country they chose, like millions be-
fore them, and like each and every one 
of us. I hope by establishing a commis-
sion we can better understand how we 
allowed such a gross injustice, and how 
we can guard against implementing 
similar policies in the future. 

No American can justify using eth-
nicity as a basis for the terrible treat-
ment these people endured. And there’s 
no way we can justify the policy which 
allowed European Latin Americans to 
be torn from their homes, brought here 
to the U.S. under deplorable conditions 
to be interned, and sometimes deported 
back to hostile European nations. Fi-
nally, there’s surely no way we can jus-

tify our World War II era immigration 
policy, which undoubtedly led to the 
deaths of thousands of people—people 
who turned to the U.S., in fear and des-
peration, for a safe harbor, and were 
tragically turned away. 

We cannot learn from this troubling 
history unless we first seek to ac-
knowledge it and understand it. Com-
ing to terms with these events will be 
difficult, but for the families who suf-
fered under these wartime policies, it 
will be, at long last, a recognition of 
the ordeal they went through at the 
hands of their own government. I urge 
my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion, so that we can learn from this 
painful past, and ensure that we will 
never again let our worst fears drive us 
to neglect our most cherished free-
doms. Thank you, Mr. President. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the Wartime Treatment of 
European Americans and Refugees 
Study Act be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill as 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1356 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Wartime 
Treatment of European Americans and Refu-
gees Study Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The United States has long encouraged 

other nations to acknowledge their wartime 
offenses against civilians. Now, the United 
States Government should fully assess its 
treatment of European Americans and Euro-
pean Latin Americans during World War II 
and its effect on Italian American, German 
American, and other European American 
communities. 

(2) The United States Government should 
also fully assess its treatment of European 
refugees who fled persecution and genocide 
in Europe to seek refuge in the United States 
prior to and during World War II. 

(3) During World War II, the United States 
Government branded as ‘‘enemy aliens’’ 
more than 600,000 Italian-born and 300,000 
German-born United States resident aliens 
and their families and required them to 
carry Certificates of Identification, limited 
their travel, and seized their personal prop-
erty. At that time, these groups were the 
two largest foreign-born groups in the 
United States. 

(4) During World War II, the United States 
Government arrested, interned or otherwise 
detained thousands of European Americans, 
some remaining in custody for years after 
cessation of World War II hostilities, and re-
patriated, exchanged, or deported European 
Americans, including American-born chil-
dren, to hostile, war-torn European Axis na-
tions, many to be exchanged for Americans 
held in those nations. 

(5) Pursuant to a policy coordinated by the 
United States with Latin American coun-
tries, many European Latin Americans, in-
cluding German and Austrian Jews, were 
captured, shipped to the United States and 
interned. Many were later expatriated, repa-
triated or deported to hostile, war-torn Eu-
ropean Axis nations during World War II, 
most to be exchanged for Americans and 
Latin Americans held in those nations. 
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(6) Millions of European Americans served 

in the armed forces and thousands sacrificed 
their lives in defense of the United States. 

(7) The wartime policies of the United 
States Government were devastating to the 
Italian Americans and German American 
communities, individuals and their families. 
The detrimental effects are still being expe-
rienced. 

(8) Prior to and during World War II, the 
United States restricted the entry of Euro-
pean refugees who were fleeing persecution 
and sought safety in the United States. Dur-
ing the 1930’s and 1940’s, the quota system, 
immigration regulations, visa requirements, 
and the time required to process visa appli-
cations affected the number of European ref-
ugees, particularly those from Germany and 
Austria, who could gain admittance to the 
United States. 

(9) Time is of the essence for the establish-
ment of a Commission, because of the in-
creasing danger of destruction and loss of 
relevant documents, the advanced age of po-
tential witnesses and, most importantly, the 
advanced age of those affected by the United 
States Government’s policies. Many who suf-
fered have already passed away and will 
never know of this effort. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) DURING WORLD WAR II.—The term ‘‘dur-

ing World War II’’ refers to the period be-
tween September 1, 1939, through December 
31, 1948. 

(2) EUROPEAN AMERICANS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘European 

Americans’’ refers to United States citizens 
and permanent resident aliens of European 
ancestry, including Italian Americans, Ger-
man Americans, Hungarian Americans, Ro-
manian Americans, and Bulgarian Ameri-
cans. 

(B) ITALIAN AMERICANS.—The term ‘‘Italian 
Americans’’ refers to United States citizens 
and permanent resident aliens of Italian an-
cestry. 

(C) GERMAN AMERICANS.—The term ‘‘Ger-
man Americans’’ refers to United States citi-
zens and permanent resident aliens of Ger-
man ancestry. 

(3) EUROPEAN REFUGEES.—The term ‘‘Euro-
pean refugees’’ refers to European nationals 
who desired to flee persecution and genocide 
in Europe and to enter the United States 
during the period between January 1, 1933 
and December 31, 1945 but were denied entry. 

(4) EUROPEAN LATIN AMERICANS.—The term 
‘‘European Latin Americans’’ refers to per-
sons of European ancestry, including Italian 
or German ancestry, residing in a Latin 
American nation during World War II. 
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established the 
Commission on Wartime Treatment of Euro-
pean Americans and Refugees (referred to in 
this Act as the ‘‘Commission’’). 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Commission shall be 
composed of 11 members, who shall be ap-
pointed not later than 90 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act as follows: 

(1) Five members shall be appointed by the 
President. 

(2) Three members shall be appointed by 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
in consultation with the minority leader. 

(3) Three members shall be appointed by 
the majority leader of the Senate, in con-
sultation with the minority leader. 

(c) TERMS.—The term of office for members 
shall be for the life of the Commission. A va-
cancy in the Commission shall not affect its 
powers, and shall be filled in the same man-
ner in which the original appointment was 
made. 

(d) REPRESENTATION.—The Commission 
shall include 2 members from the Italian 

American community and 2 members from 
the German American community rep-
resenting their wartime treatment interests. 
The Commission shall also include 2 mem-
bers representing the interests of European 
refugees. 

(e) MEETINGS.—The President shall call the 
first meeting of the Commission not later 
than 120 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(f) QUORUM.—Six members of the Commis-
sion shall constitute a quorum, but a lesser 
number may hold hearings. 

(g) CHAIRMAN.—The Commission shall elect 
a Chairman and Vice Chairman from among 
its members. The term of office of each shall 
be for the life of the Commission. 

(h) COMPENSATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Members of the Commis-

sion shall serve without pay. 
(2) REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES.—All 

members of the Commission shall be reim-
bursed for reasonable travel and subsistence, 
and other reasonable and necessary expenses 
incurred by them in the performance of their 
duties. 
SEC. 5. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall be the duty of the 
Commission to review— 

(1) the United States Government’s war-
time treatment of European Americans and 
European Latin Americans as provided in 
subsection (b)(1); and 

(2) the United States Government’s refusal 
to allow European refugees fleeing persecu-
tion in Europe entry to the United States as 
provided in subsection (b)(2). 

(b) SCOPE OF REVIEW.— 
(1) EUROPEAN AMERICANS AND EUROPEAN 

LATIN AMERICANS.—The Commission’s review 
shall include, but not be limited to, the fol-
lowing: 

(A) A comprehensive review of the facts 
and circumstances surrounding United 
States Government actions during World 
War II which violated the civil liberties of 
European Americans and European Latin 
Americans pursuant to the Alien Enemy Act 
(50 U.S.C. 21–24), Presidential Proclamations 
2526, 2527, 2655, 2662, Executive Orders 9066 
and 9095, and any directive of the United 
States Armed Forces pursuant to such law, 
proclamations, or executive orders respect-
ing the registration, arrest, exclusion, in-
ternment, exchange, or deportment of Euro-
pean Americans and European Latin Ameri-
cans. This review shall include an assess-
ment of the underlying rationale of the 
United States Government’s decision to de-
velop related programs and policies, the in-
formation the United States Government re-
ceived or acquired suggesting the related 
programs and policies were necessary, the 
perceived benefit of enacting such programs 
and policies, and the immediate and long- 
term impact of such programs and policies 
on European Americans and European Latin 
Americans and their communities. 

(B) A review of United States Government 
action with respect to European Americans 
pursuant to the Alien Enemy Act (50 U.S.C. 
21–24) and Executive Order 9066 during World 
War II, including registration requirements, 
travel and property restrictions, establish-
ment of restricted areas, raids, arrests, in-
ternment, exclusion, policies relating to the 
families and property that excludees and in-
ternees were forced to abandon, internee em-
ployment by American companies (including 
a list of such companies and the terms and 
type of employment), exchange, repatri-
ation, and deportment, and the immediate 
and long-term effect of such actions, particu-
larly internment, on the lives of those af-
fected. This review shall include a list of all 
temporary detention and long-term intern-
ment facilities. 

(C) A brief review of the participation by 
European Americans in the United States 
Armed Forces including the participation of 
European Americans whose families were ex-
cluded, interned, repatriated, or excluded. 

(D) A recommendation of appropriate rem-
edies, including how civil liberties can be 
better protected during war, or an actual, at-
tempted, or threatened invasion or inclusion, 
an assessment of the continued viability of 
the Alien Enemy Act (50 U.S.C. 21–24), and 
public education programs related to the 
United States Government’s wartime treat-
ment of European Americans, European 
Latin Americans, and European refugees 
during World War II. 

(2) EUROPEAN REFUGEES.—The Commis-
sion’s review shall cover the period between 
January 1, 1933, through December 31, 1945, 
and shall include, to the greatest extent 
practicable, the following: 

(A) A review of the United States Govern-
ment’s refusal to allow European refugees 
entry to the United States, including a re-
view of the underlying rationale of the 
United States Government’s decision to 
refuse the European refugees entry, the in-
formation the United States Government re-
ceived or acquired suggesting such refusal 
was necessary, the perceived benefit of such 
refusal, and the impact of such refusal on 
European refugees. 

(B) A review of Federal refugee policy re-
lating to those fleeing persecution or geno-
cide, including recommendations for making 
it easier for future victims of persecution or 
genocide to obtain refuge in the United 
States. 

(c) FIELD HEARINGS.—The Commission 
shall hold public hearings in such cities of 
the United States as it deems appropriate. 

(d) REPORT.—The Commission shall submit 
a written report of its findings and rec-
ommendations to Congress not later than 18 
months after the date of the first meeting 
called pursuant to section 4(e). 
SEC. 6. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission or, on 
the authorization of the Commission, any 
subcommittee or member thereof, may, for 
the purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
this Act, hold such hearings and sit and act 
at such times and places, and request the at-
tendance and testimony of such witnesses 
and the production of such books, records, 
correspondence, memorandum, papers, and 
documents as the Commission or such sub-
committee or member may deem advisable. 
The Commission may request the Attorney 
General to invoke the aid of an appropriate 
United States district court to require, by 
subpoena or otherwise, such attendance, tes-
timony, or production. 

(b) GOVERNMENT INFORMATION AND CO-
OPERATION.—The Commission may acquire 
directly from the head of any department, 
agency, independent instrumentality, or 
other authority of the executive branch of 
the Government, available information that 
the Commission considers useful in the dis-
charge of its duties. All departments, agen-
cies, and independent instrumentalities, or 
other authorities of the executive branch of 
the Government shall cooperate with the 
Commission and furnish all information re-
quested by the Commission to the extent 
permitted by law, including information col-
lected as a result of Public Law 96–317 and 
Public Law 106–451. For purposes of the Pri-
vacy Act (5 U.S.C. 552a(b)(9)), the Commis-
sion shall be deemed to be a committee of ju-
risdiction. 
SEC. 7. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

The Commission is authorized to— 
(1) appoint and fix the compensation of 

such personnel as may be necessary, without 
regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
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States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, and without regard to 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of such title relating to clas-
sification and General Schedule pay rates, 
except that the compensation of any em-
ployee of the Commission may not exceed a 
rate equivalent to the rate payable under 
GS–15 of the General Schedule under section 
5332 of such title; 

(2) obtain the services of experts and con-
sultants in accordance with the provisions of 
section 3109 of such title; 

(3) obtain the detail of any Federal Govern-
ment employee, and such detail shall be 
without reimbursement or interruption or 
loss of civil service status or privilege; 

(4) enter into agreements with the Admin-
istrator of General Services for procurement 
of necessary financial and administrative 
services, for which payment shall be made by 
reimbursement from funds of the Commis-
sion in such amounts as may be agreed upon 
by the Chairman of the Commission and the 
Administrator; 

(5) procure supplies, services, and property 
by contract in accordance with applicable 
laws and regulations and to the extent or in 
such amounts as are provided in appropria-
tion Acts; and 

(6) enter into contracts with Federal or 
State agencies, private firms, institutions, 
and agencies for the conduct of research or 
surveys, the preparation of reports, and 
other activities necessary to the discharge of 
the duties of the Commission, to the extent 
or in such amounts as are provided in appro-
priation Acts. 
SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

From funds currently authorized to the 
Department of Justice, there are authorized 
to be appropriated not to exceed $850,000 to 
carry out the purposes of this Act. 
SEC. 9. SUNSET. 

The Commission shall terminate 60 days 
after it submits its report to Congress. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
honored to join Senator FEINGOLD and 
my other colleagues in the Senate in 
introducing the Wartime Treatment of 
European Americans and Refugees 
Study Act. This legislation will au-
thorize the study of U.S. policies and 
practices during World War II that re-
sulted in severe civil liberties viola-
tions against European Americans and 
European Latin Americans. The bill 
also authorizes an investigation into 
U.S. refugee policy during World War II 
that caused many persons seeking safe 
haven to be turned away from our 
shores. 

This bill will examine these issues by 
establishing a commission to inves-
tigate U.S. policies and programs dur-
ing that period. Other countries are re- 
examining their own policies, and so 
must the United States. Identifying 
the abuses of the past is one of the best 
ways to ensure that they never happen 
again. I urge the Senate to adopt this 
important legislation. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself 
and Mr. FEINGOLD): 

S. 1357. A bill to provide for an exam-
ination of how schools are imple-
menting the policy guidance of the De-
partment of Education’s Office for 
Civil Rights relating to sexual harass-
ment directed against gay, lesbian, bi-
sexual, and transgender students; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing a modest bill 
that can help us take an important 
step toward providing all of America’s 
students physically and psycho-
logically safe school environments so 
they can live up to their full potential 
as students. I appreciate that Senator 
FEINGOLD is joining me as an original 
co-sponsor. 

Unfortunately, there is increasing 
evidence that schools are anything but 
safe havens for American students who 
are gay and lesbian, or for those who 
are perceived to be gay or lesbian. Two 
studies in recent months have focused 
on the issue of school harassment of 
gay and lesbian students. A 7-State 
study of abuses of gay and lesbian stu-
dents by their peers, conducted by 
Human Rights Watch, found that these 
students often were not protected by 
school officials, and that in some cases 
harassment was even condoned by 
teachers and administrators. That re-
port’s troubling summation was that, 
‘‘Gay youth spend an inordinate 
amount of energy plotting how to get 
safely to and from school, how to avoid 
the hallways when other students are 
present so they can avoid slurs and 
shoves, how to cut gym class to escape 
being beaten up, in short, how to be-
come invisible so they will not be ver-
bally and physically attacked. Too 
often, students have little energy left 
to learn.’’ A second, more general re-
port on school bullying, conducted by 
the American Association of Univer-
sity Women, AAUW, found that 61 per-
cent of students had seen fellow stu-
dents bullied for being gay or lesbian, 
whether or not the students actually 
were gay or lesbian. Boys were the 
most likely target of such teasing, ac-
cording to the report. 

Further, the recent Surgeon Gen-
eral’s Call to Action to Promote Sexual 
Health and Responsible Behavior notes 
that ‘‘anti-homosexual attitudes are 
associated with psychological distress 
for homosexual persons and may have a 
negative impact on mental health, in-
cluding a greater incidence of depres-
sion and suicide, lower self-acceptance 
and a greater likelihood of hiding sex-
ual orientation.’’ That report finds 
that: ‘‘Averaged over two dozen stud-
ies, 80 percent of gay men and lesbians 
have experienced verbal or physical 
harassment on the basis of their ori-
entation, 45 percent had been threat-
ened with violence, and 17 percent had 
experienced a physical attack.’’ 

These studies and numerous journal-
istic reports describe the verbal, phys-
ical and psychological abuse that be-
comes part of two many gay, lesbian, 
bisexual and transgendered students’ 
daily lives. 

We should seek to provide equal 
learning experiences for gay and les-
bian students. We should also be con-
cerned about the widespread bullying 
of students with sexual orientation- 
based epithets in view of the growing 
evidence that students who are bullied 
are more likely to harm their fellow 
students. 

The Department of Education’s ‘‘Sex-
ual Harassment Guidance: Harassment 
of Students by School Employees, 
Other Students, or Third Parties,’’ 
issued in 1997 by the Assistant Sec-
retary for Civil Rights, includes in one 
section the following statement: ‘‘sex-
ual harassment directed at gay or les-
bian students that is sufficiently seri-
ous to limit or deny a student’s ability 
to participate in or benefit from the 
school’s program constitutes sexual 
harassment prohibited by Title IX.’’ 
This guidance was revised in 2001, clari-
fying that school officials have a re-
sponsibility to respond to ‘‘acts of 
verbal, nonverbal, or physical aggres-
sion, intimidation, or hostility based 
on sex or sex-stereotyping.’’ 

In spite of the Department’s existing 
guidance, evidence is clear that harass-
ment of gay students remains a serious 
problem. Even so, the AAUW study 
cited earlier points out that many 
schools and universities have not es-
tablished grievance procedures or des-
ignate any representative to address 
complaints of sex discrimination, in-
cluding harassment. 

To better understand the true level 
of sexual harassment against gay and 
lesbian students by peers and school of-
ficials in schools, as well as the degree 
to which schools are employing the Of-
fice of Civil Rights, OCR, standard in 
reacting against such cases of harass-
ment, this bill calls for a study by the 
Commission on Civil Rights. The study 
would seek to answer five questions: 

What is the best estimate of the true 
level of harassment against gay and 
lesbian students in America’s schools 
and universities, applying the OCR 
standard? 

What is the best estimate of the level 
of gender-based harassment such as 
that described in the 2001 update of the 
policy guidance that negatively affects 
the learning environment of gay and 
lesbian students? 

To what degree are school officials 
and teachers aware of the alteration of 
the guidelines in 1997 that now includes 
certain harassment of gay and lesbian 
students? 

Are the 1997 guidelines being accu-
rately and aggressively enforced by 
schools? 

What are the Commission’s rec-
ommendations for an alternation in 
policy or enforcement based on the 
findings of the study? 

The bill calls for completion of the 
study within 18 months so that Con-
gress can act thoughtfully in working 
to create safe learning environments 
for all our students, gay and straight 
alike. It is endorsed by a number of the 
groups focused on promoting learning 
environments that are safe ones for 
gay students. I hope my colleagues will 
support it also. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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S. 1357 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Although title IX of the Education 
Amendments of 1972 (20 U.S.C. 1681 et seq.) 
does not prohibit discrimination on the basis 
of sexual orientation, one section of the De-
partment of Education’s Office for Civil 
Rights’ 1997 final policy guidance, entitled 
‘‘Sexual Harassment Guidance: Harassment 
of Students by School Employees, Other Stu-
dents, or Third Parties’’ published in the 
Federal Register on March 13, 1997, 62 Fed. 
Reg. 12034, included a determination that 
‘‘sexual harassment directed at gay or les-
bian students that is sufficiently serious to 
limit or deny a student’s ability to partici-
pate in or benefit from the school’s program 
constitutes sexual harassment prohibited by 
title IX under the circumstances described in 
this guidance.’’. This language was un-
changed in a 2001 update of the policy guid-
ance entitled ‘‘Revised Sexual Harassment 
Guidance: Harassment of Students by School 
Employees, Other Students, or Third Par-
ties’’ for which a notice of availability was 
published in the Federal Register on January 
19, 2001, 66 Fed. Reg. 5512. 

(2) That section of the 2001 ‘‘Revised Sex-
ual Harassment Guidance: Harassment of 
Students by School Employees, Other Stu-
dents, or Third Parties’’ went on to state: 
‘‘Though beyond the scope of this guidance, 
gender-based harassment, which may include 
acts of verbal, nonverbal, or physical aggres-
sion, intimidation, or hostility based on sex 
or sex-stereotyping, but not involving con-
duct of a sexual nature, is also a form of sex 
discrimination to which a school must re-
spond, if it rises to the level that denies or 
limits a student’s ability to participate in or 
benefit from the educational program. . . .A 
school must respond to such harassment in 
accordance with the standards and proce-
dures described in this guidance.’’. 

(3) There is evidence that brings into ques-
tion the degree to which the policy guidance 
on sexual harassment against gay, lesbian, 
bisexual, and transgender students is being 
implemented. For example, a 7-State study 
by Human Rights Watch of the abuses suf-
fered by gay, lesbian, bisexual, and 
transgender students at the hands of their 
peers, published in ‘‘Hatred in the Hallways: 
Violence and Discrimination Against Les-
bian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Stu-
dents in U.S. Schools’’ found that such stu-
dents were often the victims of abuses. 

(4) A 2000 study by the American Associa-
tion of University Women focused on imple-
mentation of title IX of the Education 
Amendments of 1972 more generally, and the 
findings of that study, published in ‘‘A Li-
cense for Bias: Sex Discrimination, Schools, 
and Title IX’’, included a finding that many 
schools and universities have not established 
procedures for handling title IX-based griev-
ances. 

(5) The 2001 report of the Surgeon General, 
entitled ‘‘Surgeon General’s Call to Action 
to Promote Sexual Health and Responsible 
Sexual Behavior’’ notes that 
‘‘antihomosexual attitudes are associated 
with psychological distress for homosexual 
persons and may have a negative impact on 
mental health, including a greater incidence 
of depression and suicide, lower self-accept-
ance and a greater likelihood of hiding sex-
ual orientation.’’. It goes on to report: 
‘‘Averaged over two dozen studies, 80 percent 
of gay men and lesbians had experienced 
verbal or physical harassment on the basis of 
their orientation, 45 percent had been threat-

ened with violence, and 17 percent had expe-
rienced a physical attack.’’. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
provide for an examination of how secondary 
schools are implementing the policy guid-
ance of the Department of Education’s Office 
for Civil Rights related to sexual harassment 
directed against gay, lesbian, bisexual, and 
transgender students. 
SEC. 2. STUDY OF HOW EDUCATIONAL INSTITU-

TIONS ARE IMPLEMENTING THE 
POLICY GUIDANCE RELATING TO 
SEXUAL HARASSMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The United States Com-
mission on Civil Rights (hereafter in this Act 
referred to as the ‘‘Commission’’) shall con-
duct a study of the 1997 final policy guidance 
entitled ‘‘Sexual Harassment Guidance: Har-
assment of Students by School Employees, 
Other Students, or Third Parties’’ published 
in the Federal Register on March 13, 1997, 62 
Fed. Reg. 12034, and the application of such 
policy guidance. 

(b) SCOPE.— 
(1) NATIONWIDE.—The study shall be con-

ducted nationwide. 
(2) ELEMENTS OF STUDY.—The study shall 

examine, at a minimum, with regard to sec-
ondary schools— 

(A) the extent to which there exists sexual 
harassment against gay and lesbian students 
in secondary schools, using the applicable 
standards in the policy guidance of the Office 
for Civil Rights described in subsection (a); 

(B) the extent to which there exists gen-
der-based harassment that negatively affects 
the learning environment of gay, lesbian, bi-
sexual, and transgender students in sec-
ondary schools, applying the definition of 
such gender-based harassment contained in 
the 2001 update of the policy guidance enti-
tled ‘‘Revised Sexual Harassment Guidance: 
Harassment of Students by School Employ-
ees, Other Students, or Third Parties’’ for 
which a notice of availability was published 
in the Federal Register on January 19, 2001, 
66 Fed. Reg. 5512; 

(C) the level of awareness by school offi-
cials and students of the policy guidance de-
scribed in subsection (a); and 

(D) the level of implementation of such 
policy guidance. 

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘‘secondary school’’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 14101 of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 8801). 
SEC. 3. REPORTING OF FINDINGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commission shall transmit to Congress and 
to the Secretary of Education— 

(1) a report of the Commission’s findings 
under section 2; and 

(2) any policy recommendations developed 
by the Commission based upon the study car-
ried out under section 2. 

(b) DISSEMINATION.—The report and rec-
ommendations shall be disseminated, in a 
manner that is easily understandable, to the 
public by means that include the Internet. 
SEC. 4. COOPERATION OF FEDERAL AGENCIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The head of each Federal 
department or agency shall cooperate in all 
respects with the Commission with respect 
to the study under section 2. 

(b) INFORMATION.—The head of each Fed-
eral department or agency shall provide to 
the Commission, to the extent permitted by 
law, such data, reports, and documents con-
cerning the subject matter of such study as 
the Commission may request. 

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘‘Federal department or agency’’ means any 
agency as defined in section 551 of title 5, 
United States Code. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this Act, such 

sums as may be necessary for fiscal year 
2002. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Any amount appro-
priated under the authority of subsection (a) 
shall remain available until expended. 

By Mr. BAYH: 
S. 1358. A bill to revise Federal build-

ing energy efficiency performance 
standards, to establish the Office of 
Federal Energy Productivity within 
the Department of Energy, to amend 
Federal Energy Management Program 
requirements under the National En-
ergy Conservation Policy Act, to enact 
into law certain requirements of Exec-
utive Order No. 13123, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the text of the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1358 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Fa-
cility Energy Management Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to increase the 
energy efficiency of facilities of Federal 
agencies by— 

(1) establishing the Office of Federal En-
ergy Productivity within the Department of 
Energy to provide for interagency coordina-
tion in evaluating opportunities for, and im-
plementation of, energy efficiency measures 
and programs; 

(2) updating energy reduction goals; 
(3) expanding Federal agency resources for 

energy measurement and improving account-
ability by providing for— 

(A) energy metering and monitoring; 
(B) transparent energy spending; and 
(C) rigorous interagency and congressional 

oversight; 
(4) promoting the acquisition and oper-

ation of more efficient facilities by extend-
ing the authority and eligibility of a Federal 
agency to enter into energy savings perform-
ance contracts; and 

(5) establishing a reliable and steady 
source of funding for permanent energy cap-
ital improvement available to supplement 
appropriations for use by Federal agencies 
and the Architect of the Capitol— 

(A) to fund energy efficiency projects; and 
(B) to leverage funding for energy savings 

performance contracts. 
SEC. 3. REVISED FEDERAL BUILDING ENERGY EF-

FICIENCY PERFORMANCE STAND-
ARDS. 

Section 305 of the Energy Conservation and 
Production Act (42 U.S.C. 6834) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘CABO 

Model Energy Code, 1992’’ and inserting ‘‘the 
International Residential Code’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) REVISED FEDERAL BUILDING ENERGY EF-

FICIENCY PERFORMANCE STANDARDS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 

after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, the Secretary of Energy shall estab-
lish, by rule, revised Federal building energy 
efficiency performance standards that re-
quire that— 

‘‘(i) new commercial buildings and multi-
family high rise residential buildings be con-
structed so as— 
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‘‘(I) to have, in the aggregate, a level of en-

ergy efficiency that is 10 percent greater 
than the level of energy efficiency required 
under the standards established under para-
graph (1); and 

‘‘(II) to meet or exceed the most recent 
ASHRAE Standard 90.1, approved by the 
American Society of Heating, Refrigerating 
and Air-Conditioning Engineers, Inc.; 

‘‘(ii) new residential buildings (other than 
those described in clause (i)) be constructed 
so as to exceed the level of energy efficiency 
required under the most recent version of 
the International Residential Code by not 
less than 10 percent. 

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL REVISIONS.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of approval of 
amendments to ASHRAE Standard 90.1 or 
the International Residential Code, the Sec-
retary of Energy shall determine, based on 
the cost-effectiveness of the requirements 
under the amendments, whether the revised 
standards established under this paragraph 
should be updated to reflect the amend-
ments. 

‘‘(C) COMPUTER SOFTWARE.—The Secretary 
of Energy shall develop computer software to 
facilitate compliance with the revised stand-
ards established under this paragraph. 

‘‘(D) STATEMENT ON COMPLIANCE OF NEW 
BUILDINGS.—In the budget request of the Fed-
eral agency for each fiscal year and each re-
port submitted by the Federal agency under 
section 548(a) of the National Energy Con-
servation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8258(a)), the 
head of each Federal agency shall include— 

‘‘(i) a list of all new Federal buildings of 
the Federal agency; and 

‘‘(ii) a statement concerning whether the 
Federal buildings meet or exceed the revised 
standards established under this paragraph, 
including a metering and commissioning 
component that is in compliance with the 
measurement and verification protocols of 
the Department of Energy. 

‘‘(E) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this para-
graph and to implement the revised stand-
ards established under this paragraph.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(e) ENERGY LABELING PROGRAM.—The Sec-

retary of Energy, in cooperation with the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, shall develop an energy label-
ing program for new Federal buildings that 
exceed the revised standards established 
under subsection (a)(3) by 15 percent or more. 

‘‘(f) COLLECTION OF INTERVAL SOLAR 
DATA.—The Secretary of Commerce shall 
collect interval solar data at all weather sta-
tions under the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of Commerce for use in determining building 
energy efficiency performance under this 
section.’’. 
SEC. 4. OFFICE OF FEDERAL ENERGY PRODUC-

TIVITY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF EN-
ERGY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title II of the Depart-
ment of Energy Organization Act is amended 
by inserting after section 211 (42 U.S.C. 7141) 
the following: 
‘‘SEC. 212. OFFICE OF FEDERAL ENERGY PRO-

DUCTIVITY. 
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established, 

within the Department, the Office of Federal 
Energy Productivity (referred to in this sec-
tion as the ‘Office’). 

‘‘(b) ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR FEDERAL 
ENERGY PRODUCTIVITY.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Office shall be head-
ed by the Assistant Secretary for Federal 
Energy Productivity (referred to in this sec-
tion as the ‘Assistant Secretary’), who shall 
report directly to the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) DUTIES.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall— 

‘‘(A) ensure compliance with the energy 
use and expenditure requirements applicable 

to Federal agencies under Federal law (in-
cluding Executive orders); 

‘‘(B) perform all duties assigned to the Di-
rector of the Federal Energy Management 
Program of the Department of Energy, in-
cluding duties assigned to the Director by 
the President by any Executive order in ef-
fect on the date of enactment of this sub-
paragraph; 

‘‘(C) coordinate implementation of energy 
efficiency requirements by Federal agencies 
using staff of the Office that have expertise 
in the mission of each Federal agency; 

‘‘(D) coordinate compilation of, and re-
view, energy-use reports required to be sub-
mitted by Federal agencies under this Act 
and other Federal law (including Executive 
orders); 

‘‘(E) serve as a liaison from the Federal 
Government to the private sector to identify 
opportunities and obstacles to expanded pri-
vate and Federal markets for energy man-
agement technologies, energy efficiency 
technologies, and renewable energy tech-
nologies; 

‘‘(F) operate the Federal Energy Bank es-
tablished by section 552 of the National En-
ergy Conservation Policy Act; 

‘‘(G)(i) not later than 120 days after the 
date of enactment of this subparagraph, 
issue such guidelines for Federal agency en-
ergy preparedness and energy emergency re-
sponse as the Secretary determines to be ap-
propriate; and 

‘‘(ii) in accordance with paragraph (3), re-
ceive, review, and report on plans submitted 
by Federal agencies in conformance with the 
guidelines; and 

‘‘(H)(i) not later than 180 days after the 
date on which the first Assistant Secretary 
takes office, identify and submit to Congress 
a list of the principal conservation officers 
under section 656; and 

‘‘(ii) annually update the list. 
‘‘(3) ENERGY PREPAREDNESS AND ENERGY 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS.— 
‘‘(A) SUBMISSION BY FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 

The head of each Federal agency shall sub-
mit to the Assistant Secretary annually (or 
at such intervals as the Secretary deter-
mines to be appropriate) an energy prepared-
ness and energy emergency response plan for 
the Federal agency that is in conformance 
with the guidelines issued under paragraph 
(2)(G)(i). 

‘‘(B) REVIEW BY ASSISTANT SECRETARY.— 
The Assistant Secretary shall review each 
plan submitted under subparagraph (A) for 
effectiveness and feasibility. 

‘‘(C) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Assistant 
Secretary shall submit to the President and 
Congress an annual report on the ability of 
each Federal agency— 

‘‘(i) to reduce energy use on an emergency 
basis; and 

‘‘(ii) to perform the mission of the Federal 
agency during such a period of emergency re-
duced energy use. 

‘‘(c) LIAISON TO DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, the Assistant Secretary shall appoint 
an individual employed by the Office to serve 
as a liaison to the Department of Defense. 

‘‘(2) DUTIES.—The individual appointed 
under paragraph (1) shall coordinate energy 
efficiency measures, and energy efficiency 
reporting to the President and Congress, into 
the operation of the Department of Defense 
without compromising national security or 
the defense mission of the Department of De-
fense. 

‘‘(3) SECURITY CLEARANCE.—The individual 
appointed under paragraph (1) shall have ap-
propriate security clearance. 

‘‘(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary, 
acting through the Office, shall submit to 
Congress an annual report that— 

‘‘(1) describes the energy expenditures, in-
vestments, and savings of each Federal agen-
cy; 

‘‘(2) describes the obstacles to meeting the 
energy efficiency requirements under Fed-
eral law (including Executive orders) that 
are faced by each Federal agency; and 

‘‘(3) includes an accounting of energy-con-
suming products procured by each Federal 
agency that indicates— 

‘‘(A) which energy-consuming products 
procured by the Federal agency during the 
preceding year were Energy Star products or 
FEMP designated products (as those terms 
are defined in section 551(a) of the National 
Energy Conservation Policy Act); and 

‘‘(B) which energy-consuming products 
procured by the Federal agency during the 
preceding year were neither Energy Star 
products nor FEMP designated products. 

‘‘(e) AUDITS OF FEDERAL ENERGY MANAGE-
MENT PROGRAMS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
may require the Inspector General of each 
Federal agency to conduct audits of the en-
ergy management programs of the Federal 
agency every 3 years. 

‘‘(2) GUIDELINES.—The Assistant Secretary 
shall— 

‘‘(A) issue guidelines for the conduct of au-
dits described in paragraph (1); and 

‘‘(B) conduct training for Inspectors Gen-
eral on use of the guidelines.’’. 

(b) LIAISON FROM DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE.—The Secretary of Defense shall— 

(1) establish as a senior level position with-
in the Department of Defense the position of 
energy management liaison; and 

(2) assign to the official appointed to that 
position by the Secretary of Defense the 
duty to coordinate with appropriate officials 
of the Department of Defense and appro-
priate officials of the Department of Energy 
concerning energy use and expenditure re-
quirements applicable to the Department of 
Defense under Federal law (including Execu-
tive orders). 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—The table of contents in the first 
section of the Department of Energy Organi-
zation Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 note) is amended — 

(1) in the item relating to section 209, by 
striking ‘‘Section’’ and inserting ‘‘Sec.’’; 

(2) by inserting after the item relating to 
section 211 the following: 
‘‘Sec. 212. Office of Federal Energy Produc-

tivity.’’; 
and 

(3) in the items relating to each of sections 
213 through 216, by inserting ‘‘Sec.’’ before 
the section designation. 
SEC. 5. ENERGY REDUCTION GOALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 543 of the Na-
tional Energy Conservation Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 8253) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

each agency shall apply energy conservation 
measures to, and shall improve the design 
for the construction of, the Federal buildings 
of the agency (including each industrial or 
laboratory facility) so that the energy con-
sumption per gross square foot of the Fed-
eral buildings of the agency in calendar 
years 2002 through 2011 is reduced, as com-
pared with the energy consumption per gross 
square foot of the Federal buildings of the 
agency in calendar year 2000, by the percent-
age specified in the following table: 
‘‘Calendar year: Percentage 

reduction: 
2002 .................................................. 2
2003 .................................................. 4
2004 .................................................. 6
2005 .................................................. 8
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‘‘Calendar year: Percentage 

reduction: 
2006 .................................................. 10
2007 .................................................. 12
2008 .................................................. 14
2009 .................................................. 16
2010 .................................................. 18
2011 .................................................. 20.’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘(2) An’’ and inserting the 

following: 
‘‘(2) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN FEDERAL BUILD-

INGS.—An’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) REVIEW AND REVISION OF ENERGY PER-

FORMANCE REQUIREMENT.—Not later than De-
cember 31, 2010, the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(A) review the results of the implementa-
tion of the energy performance requirement 
established under paragraph (1); and 

‘‘(B) submit to Congress recommendations 
concerning energy performance require-
ments for calendar years 2012 through 2021.’’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (c)— 
(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) EXCLUSIONS.—An agency may exclude, 

from the energy performance requirement 
for a calendar year established under sub-
section (a) and the energy management re-
quirement established under subsection (b), 
any Federal building or collection of Federal 
buildings, and the associated energy con-
sumption and gross square footage, if— 

‘‘(i) the head of the agency finds that com-
pliance with those requirements would be 
impracticable; and 

‘‘(ii) the agency has— 
‘‘(I) completed and submitted all federally 

required energy management reports; 
‘‘(II) achieved compliance with the energy 

efficiency requirements of— 
‘‘(aa) this Act; 
‘‘(bb) subtitle F of title I of the Energy 

Policy Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 8262 et seq.); 
‘‘(cc) Executive orders; and 
‘‘(dd) other Federal law; and 
‘‘(III) implemented all practicable, cost-ef-

fective, life-cycle projects with respect to 
the Federal building or collection of Federal 
buildings to be excluded. 

‘‘(B) FINDING OF IMPRACTICABILITY.—A find-
ing of impracticability under subparagraph 
(A)(i) shall be based on— 

‘‘(i) the energy intensiveness of activities 
carried out in the Federal building or collec-
tion of Federal buildings; or 

‘‘(ii) the fact that the Federal building or 
collection of Federal buildings is used in the 
performance of a national security func-
tion.’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(2) Each agency’’ and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘(2) REVIEW BY SECRETARY.—Each agency’’; 

and 
(ii) in the second sentence— 
(I) by striking ‘‘impracticability stand-

ards’’ and inserting ‘‘standards for exclu-
sion’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘a finding of imprac-
ticability’’ and inserting ‘‘the exclusion’’; 
and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) CRITERIA.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, the Secretary shall issue guidelines 
that establish criteria for exclusions under 
paragraph (1).’’. 

(b) REPORTS.—Section 548(b) of the Na-
tional Energy Conservation Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 8258(b)) is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading, by inserting 
‘‘THE PRESIDENT AND’’ before ‘‘CONGRESS’’; 
and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘President and’’ before 
‘‘Congress’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
550(d) of the National Energy Conservation 
Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8258b(d)) is amended in 
the second sentence by striking ‘‘the 20 per-
cent reduction goal established under sec-
tion 543(a) of the National Energy Conserva-
tion Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8253(a)).’’ and in-
serting ‘‘each of the energy reduction goals 
established under section 543(a).’’. 
SEC. 6. ENERGY USE MEASUREMENT AND AC-

COUNTABILITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 543 of the Na-

tional Energy Conservation Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 8253) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(e) METERING OF ENERGY USE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

each agency shall meter or submeter the en-
ergy use in each Federal building, industrial 
process, and energy-using structure of the 
agency. 

‘‘(2) GUIDELINES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the Secretary shall issue guidelines 
concerning the extent of the metering and 
submetering required under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS FOR GUIDELINES.—The 
guidelines shall— 

‘‘(i) take into consideration— 
‘‘(I) the cost of metering and submetering 

and the reduced cost of operation and main-
tenance expected to result from metering 
and submetering; 

‘‘(II) the extent to which metering and sub-
metering are expected to result in— 

‘‘(aa) increased potential for energy man-
agement; 

‘‘(bb) increased potential for energy sav-
ings and energy efficiency improvement; and 

‘‘(cc) cost and energy savings due to utility 
contract aggregation; and 

‘‘(III) the measurement and verification 
protocols of the Department of Energy; 

‘‘(ii) include recommendations concerning 
the amount of funds and the number of 
trained personnel necessary to gather and 
use the metering information to track and 
reduce energy use; 

‘‘(iii) establish 1 or more dates, not later 
than 1 year after the date of issuance of the 
guidelines, on which the requirement speci-
fied in paragraph (1) shall take effect; and 

‘‘(iv) establish exclusions from the require-
ment specified in paragraph (1) based on the 
de minimus quantity of energy use of a Fed-
eral building, industrial process, or struc-
ture. 

‘‘(f) USE OF INTERVAL DATA IN FEDERAL 
BUILDINGS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning not later than 
January 1, 2003, each agency shall use, to the 
maximum extent practicable, for the pur-
poses of efficient use of energy and reduction 
in the cost of electricity used in the Federal 
buildings of the agency, interval consump-
tion data that measure on a real-time or 
daily basis consumption of electricity in the 
Federal buildings of the agency. 

‘‘(2) PLAN.—As soon as practicable after 
the date of enactment of this subsection, in 
a report submitted by the agency under sec-
tion 548(a), each agency shall submit to the 
Secretary a plan describing how the agency 
will implement the requirement of para-
graph (1), including how the agency will des-
ignate personnel primarily responsible for 
achieving the requirement.’’. 

(b) BUDGET SUBMISSIONS TO THE PRESI-
DENT.—Section 545 of the National Energy 
Conservation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8255) is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) BUDGET SUBMISSION TO 
CONGRESS.—’’ before ‘‘The President’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) BUDGET SUBMISSIONS TO THE PRESI-

DENT.—The head of each agency shall submit 
to the President, as part of the budget re-

quest of the agency for each fiscal year, a 
statement of the amount of appropriations 
requested in the budget for the electric and 
other energy costs and compliance costs de-
scribed in subsection (a).’’. 

(c) ENERGY AND WATER CONSERVATION IN-
CENTIVE PROGRAM.—Section 546 of the Na-
tional Energy Conservation Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 8256) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(e) ENERGY AND WATER CONSERVATION IN-
CENTIVE PROGRAM.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the other 
incentive programs established under this 
section, the Secretary shall establish an in-
centive program under which, for any fiscal 
year, of the amounts made available to each 
agency to pay the costs of providing energy 
and water for Federal buildings under the ju-
risdiction of the agency, the agency may re-
tain, without fiscal year limitation, such 
amounts as are determined under paragraph 
(2) to have been saved because of energy and 
water management and conservation 
projects carried out by the agency. 

‘‘(2) DETERMINATION OF RETAINED 
AMOUNTS.—In cooperation with the Secretary 
of Defense and the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, the Secretary shall 
issue guidelines and establish methodologies 
for— 

‘‘(A) retention of amounts saved as de-
scribed in paragraph (1) for a period ending 
not more than 3 years after the date of com-
pletion of the project that resulted in the 
savings; 

‘‘(B) establishment of a baseline amount of 
energy and water expenditures, consisting of 
the amounts that would be expended on en-
ergy or water but for implementation of the 
project; and 

‘‘(C) use by agencies of the baseline 
amounts established under subparagraph (B) 
in submitting to the President budget re-
quests for appropriated amounts equal to the 
amounts of savings that an agency is ex-
pected to be entitled to retain under para-
graph (1). 

‘‘(3) USE OF RETAINED AMOUNTS.—Amounts 
retained under paragraph (1) may be used to 
carry out energy or water management and 
conservation projects, invest in renewable 
energy systems, and purchase electricity 
from renewable energy sources for use, at 
the Federal building at which the project 
that resulted in the savings was carried out. 

‘‘(4) ANNUAL REPORT ON USE OF AMOUNTS.— 
Each report submitted by an agency under 
section 548(a) shall describe— 

‘‘(A)(i) the amounts retained under para-
graph (1) during the period covered by the re-
port; and 

‘‘(ii) the use of the amounts retained; and 
‘‘(B) if no amounts were retained under 

paragraph (1), why no amounts were retained 
and the plans of the agency for retaining 
such amounts in the future.’’. 

(d) REPORTS.—Section 548 of the National 
Energy Conservation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 
8258) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) the quantity of greenhouse gases emit-

ted by the Federal buildings of the agency 
during each fiscal year, as measured by the 
agency in consultation with the Assistant 
Secretary for Federal Energy Productivity of 
the Department of Energy.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)— 
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; 
(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the 

semicolon at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 
and 
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(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) the quantity of greenhouse gases 

emitted by the Federal buildings of each 
agency during each fiscal year;’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(d) RECOMMENDATIONS ON MEANS OF AC-

COUNTING FOR ENERGY USE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in co-

operation with the Administrator of the En-
ergy Information Agency, the Administrator 
of General Services, and the Secretary of De-
fense, shall conduct a study to develop rec-
ommendations on the most accurate means 
of accounting for energy use in Federal fa-
cilities. 

‘‘(2) REQUIRED RECOMMENDATIONS.—Rec-
ommendations shall include a recommenda-
tion concerning whether a uniform perform-
ance measure based on British thermal units 
per gross square foot is preferable to an 
agency-specific performance measure or any 
other performance-based metric. 

‘‘(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the Secretary shall submit to Con-
gress a report on the results of the study.’’. 

SEC. 7. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT 
OF ENERGY EFFICIENT PRODUCTS. 

(a) PROCUREMENT OF ENERGY EFFICIENT 
PRODUCTS.— 

(1) REQUIREMENTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Part 3 of title V of the 

National Energy Conservation Policy Act is 
amended— 

(i) by redesignating section 551 (42 U.S.C. 
8259) as section 554; and 

(ii) by inserting after section 550 (42 U.S.C. 
8258b) the following: 

‘‘SEC. 551. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT PROCURE-
MENT OF ENERGY EFFICIENT PROD-
UCTS. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) ENERGY STAR PRODUCT.—The term ‘En-

ergy Star product’ means a product that is 
rated for energy efficiency under an Energy 
Star program. 

‘‘(2) ENERGY STAR PROGRAM.—The term 
‘Energy Star program’ means a program ad-
ministered by the Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency that involves 
voluntary cooperation between that agency 
and an industry to enhance the energy effi-
ciency of the energy consuming products of 
the industry so as to reduce— 

‘‘(A) burdens on air conditioning and elec-
trical systems of buildings that result from 
the use of the products in the buildings; and 

‘‘(B) air pollution caused by utility power 
generation. 

‘‘(3) EXECUTIVE AGENCY.—The term ‘execu-
tive agency’ has the meaning given the term 
in section 4 of the Office of Federal Procure-
ment Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 403). 

‘‘(4) FEMP DESIGNATED PRODUCT.—The 
term ‘FEMP designated product’ means a 
product that is designated under the Federal 
Energy Management Program of the Depart-
ment of Energy as being among the highest 
25 percent of equivalent products for energy 
efficiency. 

‘‘(b) PROCUREMENT OF ENERGY EFFICIENT 
PRODUCTS.— 

‘‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—To meet the require-
ments of an executive agency for an energy 
consuming product, the head of the execu-
tive agency shall, except as provided in para-
graph (2), procure— 

‘‘(A) an Energy Star product; or 
‘‘(B) if there is no Energy Star product 

that meets the requirements of the executive 
agency and that is reasonably available, a 
FEMP designated product. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The head of an executive 
agency is not required to procure an Energy 
Star product or FEMP designated product 
under paragraph (1) if— 

‘‘(A) an Energy Star product or FEMP des-
ignated product is not cost effective over the 
life cycle of the product; or 

‘‘(B) no Energy Star product or FEMP des-
ignated product is reasonably available that 
meets the requirements of the executive 
agency. 

‘‘(3) PROCUREMENT PLANNING.— 
‘‘(A) REQUIREMENT.—The head of an execu-

tive agency shall incorporate into the speci-
fications for a procurement involving energy 
consuming products and systems, and into 
the factors for the evaluation of offers re-
ceived for the procurement, criteria for en-
ergy efficiency that are consistent with— 

‘‘(i) the criteria for energy efficiency used 
for rating products under the applicable En-
ergy Star program; and 

‘‘(ii) the criteria used for designating prod-
ucts under the Federal Energy Management 
Program of the Department of Energy. 

‘‘(B) APPLICABILITY.—The requirement of 
subparagraph (A) shall apply to— 

‘‘(i) a contract for new construction or ren-
ovation of a building; 

‘‘(ii) a basic ordering agreement; 
‘‘(iii) a blanket purchasing agreement; 
‘‘(iv) a Government-wide procurement con-

tract; and 
‘‘(v) any other contract for a procurement 

described in that subparagraph. 
‘‘(c) LISTING OF ENERGY EFFICIENT PROD-

UCTS IN FEDERAL CATALOGS.— 
‘‘(1) DEVELOPMENT.—The Administrator of 

General Services and the Director of the De-
fense Logistics Agency of the Department of 
Defense shall— 

‘‘(A) develop, and revise if appropriate, 
catalog listings of Energy Star products and 
FEMP designated products; and 

‘‘(B) clearly identify in the listings the 
products that are Energy Star products and 
the products that are FEMP designated prod-
ucts. 

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY OF LISTINGS.—The Ad-
ministrator and the Director shall make the 
listings available in printed and electronic 
formats. 

‘‘(d) GSA AND DLA INVENTORIES AND LIST-
INGS.—No energy consuming product may be 
made available to any executive agency from 
an inventory or listing of products by the 
General Services Administration or the De-
fense Logistics Agency unless— 

‘‘(1) the product is an Energy Star product; 
‘‘(2) the product is a FEMP designated 

product and no equivalent Energy Star prod-
uct is reasonably available; or 

‘‘(3) no equivalent Energy Star product or 
FEMP designated product is reasonably 
available. 

‘‘(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of En-
ergy shall promulgate regulations to carry 
out this section, including policies and con-
ditions for exercising authority under this 
section to procure energy consuming prod-
ucts other than Energy Star products and 
FEMP designated products.’’. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(i) The table of contents in section 1(b) of 

the National Energy Conservation Policy 
Act (42 U.S.C. 8201 note) is amended by strik-
ing the item relating to section 551 and in-
serting the following: 
‘‘Sec. 551. Federal Government procurement 

of energy efficient products. 
‘‘Sec. 552. Federal Energy Bank. 
‘‘Sec. 553. Energy and water savings meas-

ures in congressional buildings. 
‘‘Sec. 554. Definitions.’’. 

(ii) Section 151(5) of the Energy Policy Act 
of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 8262(5)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘section 551(4)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
554(4)’’. 

(iii) Section 164(a) of the Energy Policy 
Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 8262h note; Public Law 
102–486) is amended by striking ‘‘section 
551(5)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 554(5)’’. 

(2) IMPLEMENTATION.— 
(A) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 days 

after the effective date specified in sub-
section (d), the Secretary of Energy shall 
promulgate regulations to carry out section 
551 of the National Energy Conservation Pol-
icy Act (as added by paragraph (1)(A)(ii)). 

(B) DISPOSAL OF EXISTING INVENTORIES.—An 
energy consuming product that, on the effec-
tive date specified in subsection (d), is in an 
inventory of products offered by the General 
Services Administration or the Defense Lo-
gistics Agency may be made available to an 
executive agency out of that inventory with-
out regard to section 551(d) of the National 
Energy Conservation Policy Act. 

(C) PROCUREMENT OF REPLACEMENT INVEN-
TORY.—On and after the effective date speci-
fied in subsection (d), the Administrator of 
General Services and the Director of the De-
fense Logistics Agency of the Department of 
Defense may not list or procure for an inven-
tory of products offered by the General Serv-
ices Administration or the Defense Logistics 
Agency an energy consuming product that, 
under section 551(d) of the National Energy 
Conservation Policy Act, may not be made 
available to executive agencies out of that 
inventory. 

(b) PROCUREMENT GUIDELINES.—The Sec-
retary of Energy, in cooperation with the 
Secretary of Defense, shall issue guidelines 
that the Secretary of Defense may apply to 
the procurement of energy consuming prod-
ucts by the Department of Defense to ensure 
that, to the maximum extent feasible con-
sistent with the performance of the national 
security missions of the Department of De-
fense, the products selected for procurement 
are energy efficient products. 

(c) DESIGNATION OF ENERGY STAR PROD-
UCTS.—The Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and the Secretary 
of Energy shall— 

(1) expedite the process of designating 
products as Energy Star products (as defined 
in section 551(a) of the National Energy Con-
servation Policy Act (as added by subsection 
(a)(1)(A)(ii))); and 

(2) merge the efficiency rating procedures 
used by the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy and the Department of Energy under the 
Energy Star programs (as defined in section 
551(a) of that Act). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) and 
the amendment made by that subsection 
take effect on the date that is 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 8. FEDERAL ENERGY BANK. 

Part 3 of title V of the National Energy 
Conservation Policy Act is amended by in-
serting after section 551 (as added by section 
7(a)(1)(A)(ii)) the following: 
‘‘SEC. 552. FEDERAL ENERGY BANK. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) BANK.—The term ‘Bank’ means the 

Federal Energy Bank established by sub-
section (b). 

‘‘(2) ENERGY OR WATER EFFICIENCY 
PROJECT.—The term ‘energy or water effi-
ciency project’ means a project that assists a 
Federal agency in meeting or exceeding the 
energy or water efficiency requirements of— 

‘‘(A) this part; 
‘‘(B) title VIII; 
‘‘(C) subtitle F of title I of the Energy Pol-

icy Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 8262 et seq.); or 
‘‘(D) any applicable Executive order, in-

cluding Executive Order No. 13123 (42 U.S.C. 
8251 note (June 3, 1999)). 

‘‘(3) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term ‘Federal 
agency’ means— 

‘‘(A) an Executive agency (as defined in 
section 105 of title 5, United States Code); 

‘‘(B) the United States Postal Service; 
‘‘(C) the United States Patent and Trade-

mark Office; 
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‘‘(D) Congress and any other entity in the 

legislative branch; and 
‘‘(E) a Federal court and any other entity 

in the judicial branch. 
‘‘(4) UTILITY PAYMENT.—The term ‘utility 

payment’ means a payment made to supply 
electricity, natural gas, or any other form of 
energy to provide the heating, ventilation, 
air conditioning, lighting, or other energy 
needs of a facility of a Federal agency. 

‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF BANK.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established in 

the Treasury of the United States a fund to 
be known as the ‘Federal Energy Bank’, con-
sisting of— 

‘‘(A) such amounts as are deposited in the 
Bank under paragraph (2); 

‘‘(B) such amounts as are repaid to the 
Bank under subsection (c)(2)(D); and 

‘‘(C) any interest earned on investment of 
amounts in the Bank under paragraph (3). 

‘‘(2) DEPOSITS IN BANK.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the avail-

ability of appropriations and to subpara-
graph (B), the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall deposit in the Bank an amount equal to 
2.5 percent for fiscal year 2003 and 5 percent 
for each fiscal year thereafter of the total 
amount of utility payments made by all Fed-
eral agencies for the preceding fiscal year. 

‘‘(B) MAXIMUM AMOUNT IN BANK.—Deposits 
under subparagraph (A) shall cease beginning 
with the fiscal year following the fiscal year 
in which the amounts in the Bank (including 
amounts on loan from the Bank) become 
equal to or exceed $1,000,000,000. 

‘‘(C) LIMITATION.—No funds made available 
to any Federal agency (other than to the De-
partment of the Treasury under subsection 
(f)) shall be deposited in the Bank. 

‘‘(3) INVESTMENT OF AMOUNTS.—The Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall invest such por-
tion of the Bank as is not, in the judgment 
of the Secretary, required to meet current 
withdrawals. Investments may be made only 
in interest-bearing obligations of the United 
States. 

‘‘(c) LOANS FROM THE BANK.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 

Treasury shall transfer from the Bank to the 
Secretary such amounts as are appropriated 
to carry out the loan program under para-
graph (2). 

‘‘(2) LOAN PROGRAM.— 
‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with sub-

section (d), the Secretary, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Defense, the Adminis-
trator of General Services, and the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget, 
shall establish a program to make loans of 
amounts in the Bank to any Federal agency 
that submits an application satisfactory to 
the Secretary in order to pay the costs of a 
project described in subparagraph (C). 

‘‘(ii) COMMENCEMENT OF OPERATIONS.—The 
Secretary may begin— 

‘‘(I) accepting applications for loans from 
the Bank in fiscal year 2002; and 

‘‘(II) making loans from the Bank in fiscal 
year 2003. 

‘‘(B) ENERGY SAVINGS PERFORMANCE CON-
TRACTING FUNDING.—The Secretary shall not 
make a loan from the Bank to a Federal 
agency for a project for which funding is 
available and is acceptable to the Federal 
agency under title VIII. 

‘‘(C) PURPOSES OF LOAN.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A loan from the Bank 

may be used to pay— 
‘‘(I) the costs of an energy or water effi-

ciency project, or a renewable or alternative 
energy project, for a new or existing Federal 
building (including selection and design of 
the project); 

‘‘(II) the costs of an energy metering plan 
developed in accordance with the measure-
ment and verification protocols of the De-

partment of Energy, or energy metering 
equipment, for the purpose of— 

‘‘(aa) a new or existing building energy 
system; or 

‘‘(bb) verification of the energy savings 
under an energy savings performance con-
tract under title VIII; or 

‘‘(III) at the time of contracting, the costs 
of development or cofunding of an energy 
savings performance contract (including a 
utility energy service agreement) in order to 
shorten the payback period of the project 
that is the subject of the energy savings per-
formance contract. 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—A Federal agency may 
use not more than 10 percent of the amount 
of a loan under subclause (I) or (II) of clause 
(i) to pay the costs of administration and 
proposal development (including data collec-
tion and energy surveys). 

‘‘(iii) RENEWABLE AND ALTERNATIVE ENERGY 
PROJECTS.—Not more than 25 percent of the 
amount on loan from the Bank at any time 
may be loaned for renewable energy and al-
ternative energy projects (as defined by the 
Secretary in accordance with applicable law 
(including Executive orders)). 

‘‘(D) REPAYMENTS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clauses (ii) 

through (iv), a Federal agency shall repay to 
the Bank the principal amount of a loan plus 
interest at a rate determined by the Presi-
dent, in consultation with the Secretary and 
the Secretary of the Treasury. 

‘‘(ii) WAIVER OR REDUCTION OF INTEREST.— 
The Secretary may waive or reduce the rate 
of interest required to be paid under clause 
(i) if the Secretary determines that payment 
of interest by a Federal agency at the rate 
determined under that clause is not required 
to fund the operations of the Bank. 

‘‘(iii) DETERMINATION OF INTEREST RATE.— 
The interest rate determined under clause (i) 
shall be at a rate that is sufficient to ensure 
that, beginning not later than October 1, 
2007, interest payments will be sufficient to 
fully fund the operations of the Bank. 

‘‘(iv) INSUFFICIENCY OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(I) REQUEST FOR APPROPRIATIONS.—As part 

of the budget request of the Federal agency 
for each fiscal year, the head of each Federal 
agency shall submit to the President a re-
quest for such amounts as are necessary to 
make such repayments as are expected to be-
come due in the fiscal year under this sub-
paragraph. 

‘‘(II) SUSPENSION OF REPAYMENT REQUIRE-
MENT.—If, for any fiscal year, sufficient ap-
propriations are not made available to a Fed-
eral agency to make repayments under this 
subparagraph, the Bank shall suspend the re-
quirement of repayment under this subpara-
graph until such appropriations are made 
available. 

‘‘(E) FEDERAL AGENCY ENERGY BUDGETS.— 
Until a loan is repaid, a Federal agency 
budget submitted by the President to Con-
gress for a fiscal year shall not be reduced by 
the value of energy savings accrued as a re-
sult of any energy conservation measure im-
plemented using amounts from the Bank. 

‘‘(F) NO RESCISSION OR REPROGRAMMING.—A 
Federal agency shall not rescind or repro-
gram loan amounts made available from the 
Bank except as permitted under guidelines 
issued under subparagraph (G). 

‘‘(G) GUIDELINES.—The Secretary shall 
issue guidelines for implementation of the 
loan program under this paragraph, includ-
ing selection criteria, maximum loan 
amounts, and loan repayment terms. 

‘‘(d) SELECTION CRITERIA.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish criteria for the selection of projects 
to be awarded loans in accordance with para-
graph (2). 

‘‘(2) SELECTION CRITERIA.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make loans from the Bank only for a project 
that— 

‘‘(i) is technically feasible; 
‘‘(ii) is determined to be cost-effective 

using life cycle cost methods established by 
the Secretary by regulation; 

‘‘(iii) includes a measurement and manage-
ment component, based on the measurement 
and verification protocols of the Department 
of Energy, to— 

‘‘(I) commission energy savings for new 
and existing Federal facilities; 

‘‘(II) monitor and improve energy effi-
ciency management at existing Federal fa-
cilities; and 

‘‘(III) verify the energy savings under an 
energy savings performance contract under 
title VIII; and 

‘‘(iv)(I) in the case of renewable energy or 
alternative energy project, has a simple pay-
back period of not more than 15 years; and 

‘‘(II) in the case of any other project, has 
a simple payback period of not more than 10 
years. 

‘‘(B) PRIORITY.—In selecting projects, the 
Secretary shall give priority to projects 
that— 

‘‘(i) are a component of a comprehensive 
energy management project for a Federal fa-
cility; and 

‘‘(ii) are designed to significantly reduce 
the energy use of the Federal facility. 

‘‘(e) REPORTS AND AUDITS.— 
‘‘(1) REPORTS TO THE SECRETARY.—Not later 

than 1 year after the completion of installa-
tion of a project that has a cost of more than 
$1,000,000, and annually thereafter, a Federal 
agency shall submit to the Secretary a re-
port that— 

‘‘(A) states whether the project meets or 
fails to meet the energy savings projections 
for the project; and 

‘‘(B) for each project that fails to meet the 
energy savings projections, states the rea-
sons for the failure and describes proposed 
remedies. 

‘‘(2) AUDITS.—The Secretary may audit, or 
require a Federal agency that receives a loan 
from the Bank to audit, any project financed 
with amounts from the Bank to assess the 
performance of the project. 

‘‘(3) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—At the end of 
each fiscal year, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
of the Senate a report on the operations of 
the Bank, including a statement of— 

‘‘(A) the total receipts by the Bank; 
‘‘(B) the total amount of loans from the 

Bank to each Federal agency; and 
‘‘(C) the estimated cost and energy savings 

resulting from projects funded with loans 
from the Bank. 

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of the Treasury such sums 
as are necessary to fund— 

‘‘(1) deposits required under subsection 
(b)(2); and 

‘‘(2) the costs to the Treasury associated 
with the loan program established under sub-
section (c)(2), as determined in accordance 
with guidelines issued by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget.’’. 
SEC. 9. ENERGY AND WATER SAVING MEASURES 

IN CONGRESSIONAL BUILDINGS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part 3 of title V of the 

National Energy Conservation Policy Act is 
amended by inserting after section 552 (as 
added by section 8) the following: 
‘‘SEC. 553. ENERGY AND WATER SAVINGS MEAS-

URES IN CONGRESSIONAL BUILD-
INGS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Architect of the 
Capitol— 
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‘‘(1) shall develop and implement a cost-ef-

fective energy conservation strategy for all 
facilities administered by Congress (referred 
to in this section as ‘congressional build-
ings’) to meet the mandatory standards for 
Federal buildings established under title III 
of the Energy Conservation and Production 
Act (42 U.S.C. 6831 et seq.); 

‘‘(2) shall submit to Congress, not later 
than 120 days after the date of enactment of 
this section, a revised comprehensive energy 
conservation and management plan that in-
cludes life cycle cost methods to determine 
the cost-effectiveness of proposed energy ef-
ficiency projects; 

‘‘(3) shall submit to Congress annually a 
report on congressional energy management 
and conservation programs that describes in 
detail— 

‘‘(A) energy expenditures and cost esti-
mates for each facility; 

‘‘(B) energy management and conservation 
projects; and 

‘‘(C) future priorities to ensure compliance 
with this section; 

‘‘(4) shall perform energy surveys of all 
congressional buildings and update the sur-
veys as necessary; 

‘‘(5) shall use the surveys to determine the 
cost and payback period of energy and water 
conservation measures likely to achieve the 
energy consumption levels specified in the 
strategy developed under paragraph (1); 

‘‘(6) shall install energy and water con-
servation measures that will achieve those 
levels through life cycle cost methods and 
procedures included in the plan submitted 
under paragraph (2); 

‘‘(7) may contract with nongovernmental 
entities and use private sector capital to fi-
nance energy conservation projects and 
achieve energy consumption targets; 

‘‘(8) may develop innovative contracting 
methods that will attract private sector 
funding for the installation of energy effi-
cient and renewable energy technology to 
meet the requirements of this section, such 
as energy savings performance contracts de-
scribed in title VIII; 

‘‘(9) may participate in the Financing Re-
newable Energy and Efficiency (FREE) Sav-
ings contracts program for Federal Govern-
ment facilities established by the Depart-
ment of Energy; 

‘‘(10) not later than 100 days after the date 
of enactment of this section, shall submit to 
Congress the results of a study of the instal-
lation of submetering in congressional build-
ings; 

‘‘(11) shall produce information packages 
and ‘how-to’ guides for each Member and em-
ploying authority of Congress that detail 
simple, cost-effective methods to save en-
ergy and taxpayer dollars; 

‘‘(12) shall ensure that state-of-the-art en-
ergy efficiency technologies are used in the 
construction of the Visitor Center; and 

‘‘(13) shall include in the Visitor Center an 
exhibit on the energy efficiency measures 
used in congressional buildings. 

‘‘(b) ENERGY AND WATER CONSERVATION IN-
CENTIVE.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For any fiscal year, of 
the amounts made available to the Architect 
of the Capitol to pay the costs of providing 
energy and water for congressional build-
ings, the Architect may retain, without fis-
cal year limitation, such amounts as the Ar-
chitect determines were not expended be-
cause of energy and water management and 
conservation projects. 

‘‘(2) USE OF RETAINED AMOUNTS.—Amounts 
retained under paragraph (1) may be used to 
carry out energy and water management and 
conservation projects. 

‘‘(3) ANNUAL REPORT ON USE OF AMOUNTS.— 
As part of each annual report under sub-
section (a)(3), the Architect of the Capitol 

shall submit to Congress a report on the 
amounts retained under paragraph (1) and 
the use of the amounts.’’. 

(b) REPEAL.—Section 310 of the Legislative 
Branch Appropriations Act, 1999 (40 U.S.C. 
166i), is repealed. 
SEC. 10. ENERGY SAVINGS PERFORMANCE CON-

TRACTS. 
(a) COST SAVINGS FROM REPLACEMENT FA-

CILITIES.—Section 801(a) of the National En-
ergy Conservation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 
8287(a)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(3) COST SAVINGS FROM REPLACEMENT FA-
CILITIES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an energy 
savings performance contract that provides 
for energy savings through the construction 
and operation of 1 or more buildings or other 
facilities to replace 1 or more existing build-
ings or other facilities, benefits ancillary to 
the purpose of achieving energy savings 
under the contract may include, for the pur-
pose of paragraph (1), savings resulting from 
reduced costs of operation and maintenance 
at the replacement buildings or other facili-
ties as compared with the costs of operation 
and maintenance at the buildings or other 
facilities being replaced. 

‘‘(B) DETERMINATION OF PAYMENTS.—Not-
withstanding paragraph (2)(B), the aggregate 
annual payments by a Federal agency under 
an energy savings performance contract de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) may take into 
account (through the procedures developed 
under this section) savings resulting from re-
duced costs of operation and maintenance as 
described in subparagraph (A).’’. 

(b) REPEAL OF SUNSET.—Section 801 of the 
National Energy Conservation Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 8287) is amended by striking sub-
section (c). 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—The National Energy 
Conservation Policy Act is amended by 
striking section 804 (42 U.S.C. 8287c) and in-
serting the following: 
‘‘SEC. 804. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this title: 
‘‘(1) ENERGY CONSERVATION MEASURE.—The 

term ‘energy conservation measure’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 554. 

‘‘(2) ENERGY SAVING.—The term ‘energy 
saving’ means a reduction, from a baseline 
cost established through a methodology set 
forth in an energy savings performance con-
tract, in the cost of energy or water used 
in— 

‘‘(A) 1 or more existing federally owned 
buildings or other federally owned facilities, 
that results from— 

‘‘(i) the lease or purchase of operating 
equipment, an improvement, altered oper-
ation or maintenance, or a technical service; 

‘‘(ii) increased efficiency in the use of ex-
isting energy sources by cogeneration or 
heat recovery, excluding any cogeneration 
process for a building that is not a federally 
owned building or a facility that is not feder-
ally owned facility; or 

‘‘(iii) increased efficiency in the use of ex-
isting water sources or treatment of waste-
water or stormwater; or 

‘‘(B) a replacement facility under section 
801(a)(3). 

‘‘(3) ENERGY SAVINGS PERFORMANCE CON-
TRACT.—The term ‘energy savings perform-
ance contract’ means a contract that pro-
vides for— 

‘‘(A) the performance of services for the de-
sign, acquisition, installation, testing, oper-
ation, and, where appropriate, maintenance 
and repair, of an energy conservation meas-
ure or water conservation measure (or series 
of such measures) at 1 or more locations; or 

‘‘(B) energy savings through the construc-
tion and operation of 1 or more buildings or 
other facilities to replace 1 or more existing 
buildings or other facilities. 

‘‘(4) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term ‘Federal 
agency’ means each authority of the United 
States Government, regardless of whether 
the authority is within or subject to review 
by another agency. 

‘‘(5) WATER CONSERVATION MEASURE.—The 
term ‘water conservation measure’ means a 
conservation measure that— 

‘‘(A) improves the efficiency of use of 
water; 

‘‘(B) is cost-effective over the life cycle of 
the water conservation measure; and 

‘‘(C) involves water conservation, water re-
cycling or reuse, more efficient treatment of 
wastewater or stormwater, an improvement 
in operation or maintenance efficiency, a 
retrofit activity, or any other related activ-
ity, that is carried out at a building or other 
facility that is not a Federal hydroelectric 
facility.’’. 
SEC. 11. FEDERAL FLEET FUEL ECONOMY AND 

USE OF ALTERNATIVE FUELS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 303 of the Energy 

Policy Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 13212) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (g); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(f) FEDERAL FLEET FUEL ECONOMY AND 
USE OF ALTERNATIVE FUELS.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.— 
‘‘(A) AVERAGE FUEL ECONOMY.—The term 

‘average fuel economy’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 32901 of title 49, 
United States Code. 

‘‘(B) COVERED VEHICLE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘covered vehi-

cle’ means a passenger automobile or light 
duty motor vehicle. 

‘‘(ii) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘covered vehi-
cle’ does not include— 

‘‘(I) a military tactical vehicle of the 
Armed Forces; or 

‘‘(II) any law enforcement, emergency, or 
other vehicle class or type determined to be 
excluded under guidelines issued by the Sec-
retary of Energy under paragraph (6). 

‘‘(C) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term ‘Federal 
agency’ means an Executive agency (as de-
fined in section 105 of title 5, United States 
Code) (including each military department 
(as specified in section 102 of that title)) that 
operates 20 or more motor vehicles in the 
United States. 

‘‘(D) PASSENGER AUTOMOBILE.—The term 
‘passenger automobile’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 32901 of title 49, 
United States Code. 

‘‘(2) MINIMUM AVERAGE FUEL ECONOMY.—In 
fiscal year 2005 and each fiscal year there-
after, the average fuel economy of the cov-
ered vehicles acquired by each Federal agen-
cy shall be not less than 3 miles per gallon 
greater than the average fuel economy of the 
covered vehicles acquired by the Federal 
agency in fiscal year 2000. 

‘‘(3) USE OF ALTERNATIVE FUELS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), in fiscal year 2005 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, each Federal agency shall use al-
ternative fuels for at least 50 percent of the 
total annual volume of motor fuel used by 
the Federal agency to operate covered vehi-
cles. 

‘‘(B) INCLUSION OF MOTOR FUEL PURCHASED 
BY STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.—Not 
more than 25 percent of the motor fuel pur-
chased by State and local governments at 
federally-owned refueling facilities may be 
included by a Federal agency in meeting the 
requirement of subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(4) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.—Not later than 
1 year after the date of enactment of this 
paragraph, each Federal agency shall de-
velop and submit to the President and Con-
gress an implementation plan for meeting 
the requirements of this subsection that 
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takes into account the fleet configuration 
and fleet requirements of the Federal agen-
cy. 

‘‘(5) ANNUAL REPORT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Each Federal agency 

shall submit to the President and Congress 
an annual report on the progress of the Fed-
eral agency in meeting the requirements of 
this subsection. 

‘‘(B) GUIDELINES.—The Secretary of En-
ergy, acting through the Assistant Secretary 
for Federal Energy Productivity and in con-
sultation with the Administrator of the En-
ergy Information Administration, shall issue 
guidelines for the preparation by Federal 
agencies of reports under paragraph (1), in-
cluding guidelines concerning— 

‘‘(i) methods for measurement of average 
fuel economy; and 

‘‘(ii) the collection and annual reporting of 
data to demonstrate compliance with this 
subsection. 

‘‘(6) GUIDELINES CONCERNING EXCLUSION OF 
CERTAIN VEHICLES.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, the Secretary of Energy, in consulta-
tion with the Assistant Secretary for Fed-
eral Energy Productivity, shall issue guide-
lines for Federal agencies to use in the deter-
mination of vehicles to be excluded under 
paragraph (1)(B)(ii).’’. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE FUEL USE BY LIGHT DUTY 
FEDERAL VEHICLES.—Section 400AA of the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42 
U.S.C. 6374) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(3)(E)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘(E) Dual’’ and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(E) OPERATION OF DUAL FUELED VEHI-

CLES.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), 

dual’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(ii) MINIMUM ALTERNATIVE FUEL USE.—For 

fiscal year 2005 and each fiscal year there-
after, not less than 50 percent of the total 
annual volume of fuel used to operate dual 
fueled vehicles acquired pursuant to this sec-
tion shall consist of alternative fuels.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (g)(4)(B), by inserting be-
fore the semicolon at the end the following: 
‘‘, including any 3-wheeled enclosed electric 
vehicle that has a vehicle identification 
number’’. 

By Mr. BURNS (for himself, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. HAGEL, Mrs. LINCOLN, and 
Mr. ENZI): 

S. 1359. A bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to promote de-
ployment of advanced services and fos-
ter the development of competition for 
the benefit of consumers in all regions 
of the Nation by relieving unnecessary 
burdens on the Nation’s two percent 
local exchange telecommunications 
carrier, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1359 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Facilitating 
Access to Speedy Transmissions for Net-
works, E-commerce and Telecommuni-
cations (FASTNET) Act’’. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The Telecommunications Act of 1996 
was enacted to foster the rapid deployment 
of advanced telecommunications and infor-
mation technologies and services to all 
Americans by promoting competition and re-
ducing regulation in telecommunications 
markets nationwide. 

(2) The Telecommunications Act of 1996 
specifically recognized the unique abilities 
and circumstances of local exchange carriers 
with fewer than two percent of the Nation’s 
subscriber lines installed in the aggregate 
nationwide. 

(3) Given the markets two percent carriers 
typically serve, such carriers are uniquely 
positioned to accelerate the deployment of 
advanced services and competitive initia-
tives for the benefit of consumers in less 
densely populated regions of the Nation. 

(4) Existing regulations are typically tai-
lored to the circumstances of larger carriers 
and therefore often impose disproportionate 
burdens on two percent carriers, impeding 
such carriers’ deployment of advanced tele-
communications services and competitive 
initiatives to consumers in less densely pop-
ulated regions of the Nation. 

(5) Reducing regulatory burdens on two 
percent carriers will enable such carriers to 
devote additional resources to the deploy-
ment of advanced services and to competi-
tive initiatives to benefit consumers in less 
densely populated regions of the Nation. 

(6) Reducing regulatory burdens on two 
percent carriers will increase such carriers’ 
ability to respond to marketplace condi-
tions, allowing them to accelerate deploy-
ment of advanced services and competitive 
initiatives to benefit consumers in less 
densely populated regions of the Nation. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to accelerate the deployment of ad-
vanced services and the development of com-
petition in the telecommunications industry 
for the benefit of consumers in all regions of 
the Nation, consistent with the Tele-
communications Act of 1996, by reducing reg-
ulatory burdens on local exchange carriers 
with fewer than two percent of the Nation’s 
subscriber lines installed in the aggregate 
nationwide; 

(2) to improve such carriers’ flexibility to 
undertake such initiatives; and 

(3) to allow such carriers to redirect re-
sources from paying the costs of such regu-
latory burdens to increasing investment in 
such initiatives. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITION. 

Section 3 of the Communications Act of 
1934 (47 U.S.C. 153) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (51) and 
(52) as paragraphs (52) and (53), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (50) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(51) TWO PERCENT CARRIER.—The term 
‘two percent carrier’ means an incumbent 
local exchange carrier within the meaning of 
section 251(h) whose access lines, when ag-
gregated with the access lines of any local 
exchange carrier that such incumbent local 
exchange carrier directly or indirectly con-
trols, is controlled by, or is under common 
control with, are fewer than two percent of 
the Nation’s subscriber lines installed in the 
aggregate nationwide.’’. 

SEC. 4. REGULATORY RELIEF FOR TWO PERCENT 
CARRIERS. 

Title II of the Communications Act of 1934 
is amended by adding at the end thereof a 
new part IV as follows: 

‘‘PART IV—PROVISIONS CONCERNING 
TWO PERCENT CARRIERS 

‘‘SEC. 281. REDUCED REGULATORY REQUIRE-
MENTS FOR TWO PERCENT CAR-
RIERS. 

‘‘(a) COMMISSION TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT 
DIFFERENCES.—In adopting rules that apply 
to incumbent local exchange carriers (within 
the meaning of section 251(h)), the Commis-
sion shall separately evaluate the burden 
that any proposed regulatory, compliance, or 
reporting requirements would have on two 
percent carriers. 

‘‘(b) EFFECT OF COMMISSION’S FAILURE TO 
TAKE INTO ACCOUNT DIFFERENCES.—If the 
Commission adopts a rule that applies to in-
cumbent local exchange carriers and fails to 
separately evaluate the burden that any pro-
posed regulatory, compliance, or reporting 
requirement would have on two percent car-
riers, the Commission shall not enforce the 
rule against two percent carriers unless and 
until the Commission performs such separate 
evaluation. 

‘‘(c) ADDITIONAL REVIEW NOT REQUIRED.— 
Nothing in this section shall be construed to 
require the Commission to conduct a sepa-
rate evaluation under subsection (a) if the 
rules adopted do not apply to two percent 
carriers, or such carriers are exempted from 
such rules. 

‘‘(d) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to prohibit any size- 
based differentiation among carriers man-
dated by this Act, chapter 6 of title 5, United 
States Code, the Commission’s rules, or any 
other provision of law. 

‘‘(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of 
this section shall apply with respect to any 
rule adopted on or after the date of enact-
ment of this section. 
‘‘SEC. 282. LIMITATION OF REPORTING REQUIRE-

MENTS. 

‘‘(a) LIMITATION.—The Commission shall 
not require a two percent carrier— 

‘‘(1) to file cost allocation manuals or to 
have such manuals audited or attested, but a 
two percent carrier that qualifies as a class 
A carrier shall annually certify to the Com-
mission that the two percent carrier’s cost 
allocation complies with the rules of the 
Commission; or 

‘‘(2) to file Automated Reporting and Man-
agement Information Systems (ARMIS) re-
ports, except for purposes of section 224. 

‘‘(b) PRESERVATION OF AUTHORITY.—Except 
as provided in subsection (a), nothing in this 
Act limits the authority of the Commission 
to obtain access to information under sec-
tions 211, 213, 215, 218, and 220 with respect to 
two percent carriers. 
‘‘SEC. 283. INTEGRATED OPERATION OF TWO PER-

CENT CARRIERS. 

‘‘The Commission shall not require any 
two percent carrier to establish or maintain 
a separate affiliate to provide any common 
carrier or noncommon carrier services, in-
cluding local and interexchange services, 
commercial mobile radio services, advanced 
services (within the meaning of section 706 of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996), paging, 
Internet, information services or other en-
hanced services, or other services. The Com-
mission shall not require any two percent 
carrier and its affiliates to maintain sepa-
rate officers, directors, or other personnel, 
network facilities, buildings, research and 
development departments, books of account, 
financing, marketing, provisioning, or other 
operations. 
‘‘SEC. 284. PARTICIPATION IN TARIFF POOLS AND 

PRICE CAP REGULATION. 

‘‘(a) NECA POOL.—The participation or 
withdrawal from participation by a two per-
cent carrier of one or more study areas in 
the common line tariff administered and 
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filed by the National Exchange Carrier Asso-
ciation or any successor tariff or adminis-
trator shall not obligate such carrier to par-
ticipate or withdraw from participation in 
such tariff for any other study area. The 
Commission may require a two percent car-
rier to give 60 days notice of its intent to 
participate or withdraw from participation 
in such common line tariff with respect to a 
study area. Except as permitted by section 
310(f)(3), a two percent carrier’s election 
under this subsection shall be binding for 
one year from the date of the election. 

‘‘(b) PRICE CAP REGULATION.—A two per-
cent carrier may elect to be regulated by the 
Commission under price cap rate regulation, 
or elect to withdraw from such regulation, 
for one or more of its study areas. The Com-
mission shall not require a carrier making 
an election under this subsection with re-
spect to any study area or areas to make the 
same election for any other study area. Ex-
cept as permitted by section 310(f)(3), a two 
percent carrier’s election under this sub-
section shall be binding for one year from 
the date of the election. 
‘‘SEC. 285. DEPLOYMENT OF NEW TELECOMMUNI-

CATIONS SERVICES BY TWO PER-
CENT COMPANIES. 

‘‘(a) ONE-DAY NOTICE OF DEPLOYMENT.—The 
Commission shall permit two percent car-
riers to introduce new interstate tele-
communications services by filing a tariff on 
one day’s notice showing the charges, classi-
fications, regulations, and practices there-
for, without obtaining a waiver, or make any 
other showing before the Commission in ad-
vance of the tariff filing. The Commission 
shall not have authority to approve or dis-
approve the rate structure for such services 
shown in such tariff. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of sub-
section (a), the term ‘new interstate tele-
communications service’ means a class or 
subclass of service not previously offered by 
the two percent carrier that enlarges the 
range of service options available to rate-
payers of such carrier. 
‘‘SEC. 286. ENTRY OF COMPETING CARRIER. 

‘‘(a) PRICING FLEXIBILITY.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this Act, any 
two percent carrier shall be permitted to de- 
average its interstate switched or special ac-
cess rates, file tariffs on one day’s notice, 
and file contract-based tariffs for interstate 
switched or special access services imme-
diately upon certifying to the Commission 
that a telecommunications carrier unaffili-
ated with such carrier is engaged in facili-
ties-based entry within such carrier’s service 
area. A two percent carrier subject to rate- 
of-return regulation with respect to an inter-
state switched or special access service, for 
which pricing flexibility has been exercised 
pursuant to this subsection, shall compute 
its interstate rate of return based on the 
nondiscounted rate for such service. 

‘‘(b) STREAMLINED PRICING REGULATION.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Act, upon receipt by the Commission of a 
certification by a two percent carrier that— 

‘‘(1) a local exchange carrier, or its affil-
iate, or 

‘‘(2) a local exchange carrier operated by, 
or owned in whole or part by, a govern-
mental authority, 
is engaged in facilities-based entry within 
the two percent carrier’s service area, the 
Commission shall regulate the two percent 
carrier as non-dominant and shall not re-
quire the tariffing of the interstate service 
offerings of the two percent carrier. 

‘‘(c) PARTICIPATION IN EXCHANGE CARRIER 
ASSOCIATION TARIFF.—A two percent carrier 
that meets the requirements of subsection 
(a) or (b) of this section with respect to one 
or more study areas shall be permitted to 

participate in the common line tariff admin-
istered and filed by the National Exchange 
Carrier Association or any successor tariff or 
administrator, by electing to include one or 
more of its study areas in such tariff. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion: 

‘‘(1) FACILITIES-BASED ENTRY.—The term 
‘facilities-based entry’ means, within the 
service area of a two percent carrier— 

‘‘(A) the provision or procurement of local 
telephone exchange switching or its equiva-
lent; and 

‘‘(B) the provision of telephone exchange 
service to at least one unaffiliated customer. 

‘‘(2) CONTRACT-BASED TARIFF.—The term 
‘contract-based tariff’ shall mean a tariff 
based on a service contract entered into be-
tween a two percent carrier and one or more 
customers of such carrier. Such tariff shall 
include— 

‘‘(A) the term of the contract, including 
any renewal options; 

‘‘(B) a brief description of each of the serv-
ices provided under the contract; 

‘‘(C) minimum volume commitments for 
each service, if any; 

‘‘(D) the contract price for each service or 
services at the volume levels committed to 
by the customer or customers; 

‘‘(E) a brief description of any volume dis-
counts built into the contract rate structure; 
and 

‘‘(F) a general description of any other 
classifications, practices, and regulations af-
fecting the contract rate. 

‘‘(3) SERVICE AREA.—The term ‘service 
area’ has the same meaning as in section 
214(e)(5). 
‘‘SEC. 287. SAVINGS PROVISIONS. 

‘‘(a) COMMISSION AUTHORITY.—Nothing in 
this part shall be construed to restrict the 
authority of the Commission under sections 
201 through 208. 

‘‘(b) RURAL TELEPHONE COMPANY RIGHTS.— 
Nothing in this part shall be construed to di-
minish the rights of rural telephone compa-
nies otherwise accorded by this Act, or the 
rules, policies, procedures, guidelines, and 
standards of the Commission as of the date 
of enactment of this section. 

‘‘(c) STATE AUTHORITY.—Nothing in this 
Part shall be construed to limit or affect any 
authority (as of August 1, 2001) of the States 
over charges, classifications, practices, serv-
ices, facilities, or regulations for or in con-
nection with intrastate communication serv-
ice by wire or radio of any carrier.’’. 
SEC. 5. LIMITATION ON MERGER REVIEW. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 310 of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 310) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(f) DEADLINE FOR MAKING PUBLIC INTER-
EST DETERMINATION.— 

‘‘(1) TIME LIMIT.—In connection with any 
merger between two percent carriers, or the 
acquisition, directly or indirectly, by a two 
percent carrier or its affiliate of securities or 
assets of another carrier or its affiliate, if 
the merged or acquiring carrier remains a 
two percent carrier after the merger or ac-
quisition, the Commission shall make any 
determinations required by this section and 
section 214, and shall rule on any petition for 
waiver of the Commission’s rules or other re-
quest related to such determinations, not 
later than 60 days after the date an applica-
tion with respect to such merger or acquisi-
tion is submitted to the Commission. 

‘‘(2) APPROVAL ABSENT ACTION.—If the Com-
mission does not approve or deny an applica-
tion as described in paragraph (1) by the end 
of the period specified, the application shall 
be deemed approved on the day after the end 
of such period. Any such application deemed 
approved under this subsection shall be 
deemed approved without conditions. 

‘‘(3) ELECTION PERMITTED.—The Commis-
sion shall permit a two percent carrier to 
make an election pursuant to section 284 
with respect to any local exchange facilities 
acquired as a result of a merger or acquisi-
tion that is subject to the review deadline es-
tablished in paragraph (1) of this sub-
section.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of 
this section shall apply with respect to any 
application that is submitted to the Commis-
sion on or after the date of enactment of this 
Act. Applications pending with the Commis-
sion on the date of enactment of this Act 
shall be subject to the requirements of this 
section as if they had been filed with the 
Commission on the date of enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 6. TIME LIMITS FOR ACTION ON PETITIONS 

FOR RECONSIDERATION OR WAIVER. 
(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 405 of the Com-

munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 405) is 
amended by adding to the end the following: 

‘‘(c) EXPEDITED ACTION REQUIRED.— 
‘‘(1) TIME LIMIT.—Within 90 days after re-

ceiving from a two percent carrier a petition 
for reconsideration or other review filed 
under this section or a petition for waiver of 
a rule, policy, or other Commission require-
ment, the Commission shall issue an order 
granting or denying such petition. If the 
Commission fails to act on a petition for 
waiver subject to the requirements of this 
section within this 90-day period, the relief 
sought in such petition shall be deemed 
granted. If the Commission fails to act on a 
petition for reconsideration or other review 
subject to the requirements of this section 
within such 90-day period, the Commission’s 
enforcement of any rule the reconsideration 
or other review of which was specifically 
sought by the petitioning party shall be 
stayed with respect to that party until the 
Commission issues an order granting or de-
nying such petition. 

‘‘(2) FINALITY OF ACTION.—Any order issued 
under paragraph (1), or any grant of a peti-
tion for waiver that is deemed to occur as a 
result of the Commission’s failure to act 
under paragraph (1), shall be a final order 
and may be appealed.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of 
this section shall apply with respect to any 
petition for reconsideration or other review 
or petition for waiver that is submitted to 
the Commission on or after the date of en-
actment of this Act. Petitions for reconsider-
ation or petitions for waiver pending with 
the Commission on the date of enactment of 
this Act shall be subject to the requirements 
of this section as if they had been filed on 
the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 7. NATIONAL SECURITY AND LAW ENFORCE-

MENT EXCEPTIONS. 
Notwithstanding sections 310 and 405 of the 

Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 310 
and 405), the 60-day time period under sec-
tion 310(f)(1) of that Act, as added by section 
5 of this Act, and the 90-day time period 
under section 405(c)(1) of that Act, as added 
by section 6 of this Act, shall not apply to a 
petition or application under section 310 or 
405 if an Executive Branch agency with cog-
nizance over national security, law enforce-
ment, or public safety matters, including the 
Department of Defense, Department of Jus-
tice, and the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, submits a written filing to the Federal 
Communications Commission advising the 
Commission that the petition or application 
may present national security, law enforce-
ment, or public safety concerns that may not 
be resolved within the 60-day or 90-day time 
period, respectively. 

By Mr. VOINOVICH (for himself, 
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. SMITH of New 
Hampshire, and Mr. CRAPO): 
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S. 1360. To reauthorize the Price-An-

derson provisions of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation to 
reauthorize the Price Anderson Act, 
which provides the insurance program 
for our Nation’s commercial nuclear 
reactor fleet. In 1954, Congress passed 
the Atomic Energy Act which ended 
the government monopoly over posses-
sion, use, and manufacturing of ‘‘spe-
cial nuclear material’’. While the Act 
allowed the private sector access to the 
nuclear market, due to concerns over 
liability, the private sector was ex-
tremely hesitant to invest in the new 
market. 

Due to these liability concerns, Con-
gress passed the Price-Anderson Act in 
1957, the Act was reauthorized on three 
occasions, most recently in 1988. The 
Act is due to be reauthorized in 2002. In 
1998 the NRC issued their report to 
Congress called ‘‘The Price Anderson 
Act—Crossing the Bridge to the Next 
Century: A Report to Congress.’’ In 
that report the NRC recommended re-
newal of the Price Anderson Act be-
cause the Act provides a valuable pub-
lic benefit by establishing a system for 
prompt and equitable steelement of 
public liability claims resulting from a 
nuclear accident. 

While the report originally suggested 
that consideration be given to doubling 
the maximum annual retrospective 
premium installment from each power 
reactor license, the NRC has reconsid-
ered this suggestion and now rec-
ommends that original premium level 
be retained. They expressed this view 
in a letter to me, as the Chairman of 
the Nuclear Safety Subcommittee on 
May 11th of this year. 

The reason for the change is that in 
1998 the NRC had projected that many 
of the existing commercial reactors 
would not file for license renewal. The 
drop in the number of reactors would 
cause a corresponding drop in the con-
tributions to the fund. There is now 
heightened interest in extending the 
operating license of most of the com-
mercial reactors. Therefore an increase 
in the premium from each reactor is no 
longer necessary. This has occurred be-
cause of the growing interest in nu-
clear energy. Nuclear energy is a clean, 
emissions-free source of electricity 
which currently provides almost twen-
ty percent of our nation’s energy sup-
ply. 

This legislation will help further the 
commercial application of nuclear en-
ergy for electricity, as well as the 
growing number of medical applica-
tions of nuclear medicine. Nuclear en-
ergy is vital to supplying cost-efficient 
and environmentally sound power to 
the American consumer. This legisla-
tion will continue to ensure the avail-
ability of our commercial nuclear reac-
tor program. I am joined in introducing 
this legislation by the ranking mem-
bers of the Senate Environment and 
Public Works Committee, Senator 

SMITH, and the Nuclear Safety Sub-
committee Senator INHOFE, as well as 
an important member of the Sub-
committee Senator CRAPO. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
S. 1361. A bill to amend the Central 

Utah Project Completion Act to clarify 
the responsibilities of the Secretary of 
the Interior with respect to the Central 
Utah Project, to redirect unexpended 
budget authority for the Central Utah 
Project for wastewater treatment and 
reuse and other purposes, to provide for 
prepayment of repayment contracts for 
municipal and industrial water deliv-
ery facilities, and to eliminate a dead-
line for such prepayment; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation that 
would amend the Central Utah Project 
Completion Act, CUPCA, as originally 
enacted in 1992. CUPCA re-authorized 
and provided funding for the comple-
tion of the Central Utah Project, CUP, 
a project that develops Utah’s share of 
water from the Colorado River for use 
in ten central Utah counties. The CUP 
was originally authorized in 1956 as 
part of the Colorado River Storage 
Project Act and includes five units. 
The Bureau of Reclamation began con-
struction of this project in 1964. How-
ever, in 1992 CUPCA conferred CUP 
planning and construction responsibil-
ities to the Central Utah Water Conser-
vancy District, which has cultivated an 
excellent working relationship with 
the Office of CUP Completion in the In-
terior Department. 

The legislation I am introducing 
would amend CUPCA to clarify the re-
lationship between the Department of 
the Interior and the CUP by ensuring 
that the Secretary of the Interior con-
tinue to retain full responsibility for 
the CUP after the completion of the 
project’s construction phase. It only 
makes sense that the decisions regard-
ing future operations and maintenance, 
contract negotiations, and program 
oversight functions of the Interior De-
partment are consistent with the coop-
erative decisions made during the 
project’s planning and construction 
stages. As such, language is needed to 
clarify the Secretary’s further involve-
ment. 

Since 1992, numerous changes in the 
project have occurred to better reflect 
contemporary water needs. Certain 
project features were downsized or 
eliminated while other water manage-
ment programs grew in size. The 106th 
Congress, in an effort to address these 
changes, approved a CUPCA amend-
ment that allowed unused funding au-
thorization resulting from the redesign 
of the Bonneville Unit to be used ‘‘to 
acquire water and water rights for 
project purposes including in stream 
flows, to complete project facilities au-
thorized in this title and title III, to 
implement water conservation measure 
. . .’’ In light of the continuing need to 
address the redesign replacement 

projects originally designed in the six-
ties, my legislation would again extend 
the unused authorization provision to 
all CUP units. 

Finally, this legislation also extends 
a CUPCA provision that authorizes the 
Secretary of the Interior to accept pre-
payment of parts of the project’s Mu-
nicipal and Industrial repayment debt. 
The original provision’s expiration was 
to occur in 2002 for reasons relating to 
the Federal Budget scoring process. 
This provision has enabled the Central 
Utah Water Conservancy District to 
prepay over $138 million to the federal 
treasury, while also avoiding unneces-
sary interest charges. The legislation 
introduced today would remove the 
2002 expiration provision and extends 
the provision to allow the repayment 
of obligations associated with projects 
relating to the Uinta Basin. 

The water supplied by CUP’s many 
water diversion projects is crucial to 
the livelihoods of Utah’s rural resi-
dents and to Utah’s burgeoning popu-
lation. I believe that legislation will 
serve to better facilitate the timely, 
economically responsible, and fiscally 
efficient completion of the Central 
Utah Project. 

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for him-
self and Mr. CRAIG): 

S. 1362. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act and title VII of 
the Public Health Service Act to ex-
pand medical residency training pro-
grams in geriatrics, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
am pleased today to be joined by my 
colleague, Senator CRAIG, In intro-
ducing the Advancement of Geriatric 
Education Act of 2001, or AGE Act is 
comprehensive legislation which seeks 
to prepare physicians and other health 
care professionals to care for our Na-
tion’s growing aging population. 

It is a know fact that children cannot 
be treated like little adults and pre-
scribed the same medications in the 
same dosage amounts. For this reason, 
we have pediatricians. But just as 
there are differences between children 
and adults, so are there differences be-
tween middle aged adults and seniors. 
Many people are unaware that aging 
individuals often exhibit different 
symptoms than younger adults with 
the same illness. For example, an older 
person who has a heart attack may not 
experience excruciating chest pain, but 
rather, show signs of dizziness and con-
fusion. Similarly, older people often 
exhibit different responses to medica-
tions than younger people. 

The demographic reality is that 
there is an enormous segment of the 
population which will soon be age 65 or 
older, and there is serious doubt that 
the U.S. health system will be equipped 
to handle the multiple needs and de-
mand of an aging population. By 2030, 
it is projected that one in five Ameri-
cans will be over age 65. 

Geriatricians are physicians who are 
experts in aging-related issues and the 
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study of the aging process itself. They 
are specially trained to prevent and 
manage the unique and often multiple 
health problems of older adults. Geri-
atric training can provide health care 
professionals with the skills and 
knowledge to recognize special charac-
teristics of older patients and distin-
guish between disease states and the 
normal physiological changes associ-
ated with aging. Our health care sys-
tem must increase its focus in this 
vital area. 

Today, there are 9,000 practicing, cer-
tified geriatricians in the United 
States, far short of the 20,000 geriatri-
cians estimated to be necessary to 
meet the needs of the current aging 
population. By the year 2030, it is esti-
mated that at least 36,000 geriatricians 
will be needed to manage the complex 
health and social needs of the elderly. 
These figures, as astounding as they 
sound, say nothing of the geriatrics 
training needed for all health care pro-
fessionals who are facing such an in-
creasingly older patient population. 

Unfortunately, out of 125 medical 
schools in our country, only 3 have ac-
tual Departments of Geriatrics, includ-
ing the University of Arkansas for 
Medical Sciences. Moreover, only 14 
schools include geriatrics as a required 
course, and one-third of medical 
schools do not even offer geriatrics as a 
separate course elective. 

Congress has taken some positive 
steps to increase our focus on geri-
atrics, including the establishment of 
Geriatric Education Centers and Geri-
atric Training Programs, which seek to 
train all health professionals in the 
area of geriatrics. Congress has also es-
tablished the Geriatric Academic Ca-
reer Award program, which promotes 
the development of academic geriatri-
cians. 

It is clear to me, however, that more 
steps need to be taken, which is why I 
have introduced the AGE Act today. 
The AGE Act encourages more physi-
cians to specialize in the area of geri-
atrics and enhances the current federal 
programs relating to geriatrics under 
the Public Health Service Act. The 
AGE Act is supported by the American 
Geriatrics Society, the International 
Longevity Center, and the American 
Association of Geriatric Psychiatry. I 
ask unanimous consent that a sum-
mary of the AGE Act and the text of 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1362 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Advancement of Geriatric Education 
Act of 2001’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Disregard of certain geriatric resi-

dents and fellows against grad-
uate medical education limita-
tions. 

Sec. 3. Extension of eligibility periods for 
geriatric graduate medical edu-
cation. 

Sec. 4. Study and report on improvement of 
graduate medical education. 

Sec. 5. Improved funding for education and 
training relating to geriatrics. 

SEC. 2. DISREGARD OF CERTAIN GERIATRIC 
RESIDENTS AND FELLOWS AGAINST 
GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION 
LIMITATIONS. 

(a) DIRECT GME.—Section 1886(h)(4)(F) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395ww(h)(4)(F)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new clause: 

‘‘(iii) INCREASE IN LIMITATION FOR GERI-
ATRIC RESIDENCIES AND FELLOWSHIPS.—For 
cost reporting periods beginning on or after 
the date that is 6 months after the date of 
enactment of the Advancement of Geriatric 
Education Act of 2001, in applying the limi-
tations regarding the total number of full- 
time equivalent residents in the field of 
allopathic or osteopathic medicine under 
clause (i) for a hospital, the Secretary shall 
not take into account a maximum of 5 resi-
dents enrolled in a geriatric residency or fel-
lowship program approved by the Secretary 
for purposes of paragraph (5)(A) to the extent 
that the hospital increases the number of 
geriatric residents or fellows above the num-
ber of such residents or fellows for the hos-
pital’s most recent cost reporting period end-
ing before the date that is 6 months after the 
date of enactment of such Act.’’. 

(b) INDIRECT GME.—Section 1886(d)(5)(B) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395ww(d)(5)(B)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new clause: 

‘‘(ix) Clause (iii) of subsection (h)(4)(F) 
shall apply to clause (v) in the same manner 
and for the same period as such clause (iii) 
applies to clause (i) of such subsection.’’. 
SEC. 3. EXTENSION OF ELIGIBILITY PERIODS FOR 

GERIATRIC GRADUATE MEDICAL 
EDUCATION. 

(a) DIRECT GME.—Section 1886(h)(5)(G) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395ww(h)(5)(G)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new clause: 

‘‘(vi) GERIATRIC RESIDENCY AND FELLOWSHIP 
PROGRAMS.—In the case of an individual en-
rolled in a geriatric residency or fellowship 
program approved by the Secretary for pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), the period of 
board eligibility and the initial residency pe-
riod shall be the period of board eligibility 
for the subspecialty involved, plus 1 year.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1886(h)(5)(F) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395ww(h)(5)(F)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘subparagraph (G)(v)’’ and inserting 
‘‘clauses (v) and (vi) of subparagraph (G)’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to cost re-
porting periods beginning on or after the 
date that is 6 months after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 4. STUDY AND REPORT ON IMPROVEMENT 

OF GRADUATE MEDICAL EDU-
CATION. 

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall conduct a study to de-
termine how to improve the graduate med-
ical education programs under subsections 
(d)(5)(B) and (h) of section 1886 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395ww) so that such 
programs prepare the physician workforce to 
serve the aging population of the United 
States. Such study shall include a deter-
mination of whether the establishment of an 
initiative to encourage the development of 
individuals as academic geriatricians would 
improve such programs. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than the date that 
is 6 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall submit to Congress a report on 

the study conducted under subsection (a) to-
gether with such recommendations for legis-
lative and administrative action as the Sec-
retary determines appropriate. 
SEC. 5. IMPROVED FUNDING FOR EDUCATION 

AND TRAINING RELATING TO GERI-
ATRICS. 

(a) GERIATRIC FACULTY FELLOWSHIPS.—Sec-
tion of 753(c)(4) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 294c(c)(4)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘$50,000 
for fiscal year 1998’’ and inserting ‘‘$75,000 for 
fiscal year 2002’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘shall 
not exceed 5 years’’ and inserting ‘‘shall be 5 
years’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 757 of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 294g) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘IN GENERAL.—There are 

authorized’’ and inserting ‘‘AUTHORIZATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), there are authorized’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) EDUCATION AND TRAINING RELATING TO 

GERIATRICS.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out section 753 such sums 
as may be necessary for each of fiscal years 
2002 through 2006.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; and 
(ii) by striking subparagraph (C) and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘(C) not less than $22,631,000 for awards of 

grants and contracts under— 
‘‘(i) section 753 for fiscal years 1998 through 

2001; and 
‘‘(ii) sections 754 and 755 for fiscal years 

1998 through 2002; and 
‘‘(D) for awards of grants and contracts 

under section 753 after fiscal year 2001— 
‘‘(i) in 2002, not less than $20,000,000; 
‘‘(ii) in 2003, not less than $24,000,000; 
‘‘(iii) in 2004, not less than $28,000,000; 
‘‘(iv) in 2005, not less than $32,000,000; and 
‘‘(v) in 2006, not less than $36,000,000.’’; 
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘subpara-

graphs (A) through (C)’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
paragraphs (A) through (D)’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘subpara-
graphs (A) through (C) of paragraph (2)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subparagraphs (A) through (D) of 
paragraph (1)’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 2001. 

ADVANCEMENT OF GERIATRIC EDUCATION 
(AGE) ACT OF 2001—LEGISLATIVE SUMMARY 

I. PROVIDES AN EXCEPTION TO THE CAP ON 
RESIDENTS FOR GERIATRIC RESIDENTS 

The AGE Act amends the Medicare grad-
uate medical education (GME) resident cap 
imposed under BBA 97 to provide exceptions 
for geriatric residents in approved training 
programs. The 1997 BBA instituted a per-hos-
pital cap based on the number of GME resi-
dency slots in existence on or before Decem-
ber 31, 1996. As geriatrics is a relatively new 
specialty, the cap has resulted in either the 
elimination or reduction of geriatric of geri-
atric training programs. This is because a 
lower number of geriatric residents existed 
prior to December 31, 1996. The AGE Act pro-
vides for an exception from the cap for up to 
5 geriatric residents. 
II. REQUIRES MEDICARE GME PAYMENT FOR THE 
2ND YEAR OF GERIATRIC FELLOWSHIP TRAINING 
Under current law, hospitals receive 100 

percent GME reimbursement for an 
individuals’s initial residency period, up to 
five years. The law also includes a geriatric 
exception allowing programs training geri-
atric fellows to receive full funding for an 
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additional period comprised of the first and 
second years of fellowship training. Pro-
grams training non-geriatric fellows receive 
50 percent of GME funding for fellowship 
training. In 1998, the period of board eligi-
bility for geriatrics was decreased to one 
year, in an effort to encourage more geri-
atrics specialists. However, this change was 
not intended to reduce support for training 
of teachers and researchers in geriatrics. A 
two-year fellowship remains the generally 
accepted standard, and is generally required 
to become an academic geriatrician. The 
AGE Act explicitly authorizes Medicare 
GME payments for the second year of fellow-
ship. 
III. DIRECTS THE SECRETARY OF HHS TO REPORT 

TO CONGRESS ON WAYS TO IMPROVE THE MEDI-
CARE PROGRAMS TO READY THE PHYSICIAN 
WORKFORCE TO SERVE THE AGING POPU-
LATION, INCLUDING WHETHER AN INITIATIVE 
SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED TO DEVELOP ACA-
DEMIC GERIATRICIANS 
It is estimated that the country currently 

has one-quarter of the academic geriatri-
cians necessary to train and educate physi-
cians in the area of geriatrics. Out of 125 
medical schools in our country, only 3 have 
actual Departments of Geriatrics. Moreover, 
only 14 schools include geriatrics as a 
requried course, and one third of medical 
schools do not even offer geriatrics as a sepa-
rate course elective. The AGE Act requires 
the Secretary of HHS to examine ways to 
prepare the physician workforce to serve the 
aging population, including initiatives to de-
velop academic geriatricians, and to report 
to Congress within 6 months after the date of 
enactment. 
IV. ENHANCES AND AUTHORIZES GREATER FUND-

ING FOR THE GERIATRIC TRAINING SECTIONS 
OF THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT 
Section 735, Title VII of the Public Health 

Service Act, encompasses Geriatric Edu-
cation Centers, which provide geriatrics 
training to all health professionals (Arkan-
sas has a Geriatric Education Center pro-
gram), a program to provide geriatric train-
ing to dentists and behavioral and mental 
health benefits, and the Geriatrics Academic 
Development Award program, which creates 
junior faculty awards to encourage the de-
velopment of academic geriatricians. The 
AGE Act increases the amount of the Geri-
atric Academic Development Award from 
$50,000 to $75,000, and authorizes greater 
funding for all three programs in Fiscal 
Years 2002 through 2006 ($20 million in Fiscal 
Year 2002, $24 million in Fiscal Year 2003, $28 
million in Fiscal Year 2004, $32 million in 
Fiscal Year 2005, and $36 million in Fiscal 
Year 2006). 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire 
(for himself, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
LEAHY, and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 1363. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to provide assist-
ance in implementing cultural herit-
age, conservation, and recreational ac-
tivities in the Connecticut River wa-
tershed of the States of New Hampshire 
and Vermont; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I am pleased to introduce 
the Upper Connecticut River Partner-
ship Act of 2001. This legislation is a 
truly locally-led initiative. I believe it 
will result in great environmental ben-
efits for the Connecticut River. 

The Connecticut River forms the bor-
der to New Hampshire and Vermont 
and provides for a great deal of rec-

reational and tourism opportunities for 
residents of both States. This legisla-
tion takes a major step forward in 
making sure this River continues to 
thrive as a treasured resource. 

To understand just how significant 
this legislation is, I would like to share 
with my colleagues some history about 
the Connecticut River program. In 
1987–88, New Hampshire and Vermont 
each created a commission to address 
environmental issues facing the Con-
necticut river valley. The commissions 
were established to coordinate water 
quality and various other environ-
mental efforts along the Connecticut 
river valley. The two commissions 
came together in 1990 to form the Con-
necticut River Joint Commission. The 
Joint Commission has no regulatory 
authority, but carries out cooperative 
education and advisory activities. 

To further the local influence of the 
Commission, the Connecticut River 
Joint Commission established five ad-
visory bi-state local river subcommit-
tees comprised of representatives nom-
inated by the governing body of their 
municipalities. These advisory groups 
developed a Connecticut River Corridor 
Management Plan. A major portion of 
the plan focuses on channeling federal 
funds to local communities to imple-
ment water quality programs, nonpoint 
source pollution controls and other en-
vironmental projects. Over the last ten 
years, the Connecticut River Joint 
Commission has fostered widespread 
participation and laid a strong founda-
tion of community and citizen involve-
ment. 

As a Senator from New Hampshire 
and the ranking Republican of the En-
vironment and Public Works Com-
mittee, as well as someone who enjoys 
the beauty of the Connecticut River, I 
am proud to be the principal author 
and cosponsor of this locally led, vol-
untary effort that accomplishes real 
environmental progress. Too often we 
depend on bureaucratic federal regu-
latory programs to accomplish envi-
ronmental success. This bill takes a 
different approach and one that I bet 
will achieve greater results on the 
ground. I hope that other communities 
and neighboring states will look at this 
model as an example of how to develop 
and implement true voluntary, on the 
ground, locally-led environmental pro-
grams. 

I want to thank my colleague from 
New Hampshire, Senator GREGG, and 
the two distinguished Senators of 
Vermont, Senators LEAHY and JEF-
FORDS, for joining me as original co-
sponsors to this legislation. I look for-
ward to working with them as we move 
this important legislation through the 
Senate. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, 
Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 1364. A bill to ensure full and expe-
ditious enforcement of the provisions 
of the Communications Act of 1934 that 
seek to bring about the competition in 
local telecommunications markets, 

and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
to introduce, S. 1364, the Telecommuni-
cations competition Enforcement Act 
of 2001. 

I introduce this bill to affirm and en-
force the competitive tenants of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996. Some 
want to deregulate the Bell companies 
and mistakenly assert that deregula-
tion will lead to increased deployment 
of broadband services. I disagree. The 
evidence simply does not support such 
a conclusion. It is only through 
strengthening and enforcing the com-
petitive provisions of the 1996 Act that 
local phone markets will become open 
to competition and the delivery of ad-
vanced services will be enhanced. 

Congress in conjunction with mem-
bers of the industry worked to pass the 
1996 Act. I should note that at that 
time, everyone realized the impending 
innovations in technology and the po-
tential for new and advanced services. 
These technological changes were ex-
pected to allow phone companies to 
provide high speed data and video serv-
ices over their facilities, while also al-
lowing cable companies to provide high 
speed data and phone services over 
their facilities. It was unquestionably 
understood by everyone involved that 
competition would be the driving force 
for incumbent companies to provide 
new services. And was this the right 
way to proceed? Of course it was. A 
wall street analysis with Montgomery 
Securities stated that ‘‘RBOCs have fi-
nally begun to feel the competitive 
pressure from both CLECs and cable 
modem providers and are now planning 
to . . . accelerate/expand deployment 
of ADSL in order to counter the 
threat.’’ Another wall street analyst 
with Prudential Securities noted that 
with respect to RBOC deployment of 
broadband service an ‘‘important moti-
vating factor is the threat of competi-
tion [and] [o]ther players are taking 
dead aim at the high-speed Internet ac-
cess market.’’ 

Let us not forget the context in 
which the 1996 Act was passed. When 
Judge Greene in the 1990s broke-up Ma 
Bell, the agreement limited the service 
areas that the Regional Bell Operating 
Companies could enter. Judge Greene 
understood the significant market 
power of the Bell companies who had 
no competitors in their local markets 
and had complete access to the cus-
tomer. Clearly, under such conditions, 
if Bells were allowed to enter new mar-
kets, they could quickly decimate 
their competitors by leveraging their 
monopolies in their local markets. 
Consequently, in an effort to protect 
competition in other areas, Judge 
Greene restricted their access to other 
markets. For these reasons, the Bell 
companies came to Congress for a solu-
tion that would eliminate their service 
restrictions. After many years of hard 
work, numerous hearings, and tons of 
analyses, Congress in an agreement 
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with all the relevant parties including 
the Bells, long distance service pro-
viders, cable companies, and consumer 
organizations put together a frame-
work that met the needs and requests 
of all involved parties and one that 
gave the Bells what they most coveted, 
entrance into all markets. In doing so, 
however, Congress also put in place 
provisions to preserve competition. 

Under these conditions, the Bell com-
panies worked with Congress to draft 
and pass the 1996 Act, and when the Act 
was finally passed, the Bell companies 
stated that they would quickly and ag-
gressively open their local markets to 
competition. On March 5, 1996, Bell 
South-Alabama President, Neal Travis, 
stated that ‘‘We are going full speed 
ahead . . . and within a year or so we 
can offer [long distance] to our residen-
tial and business wireline customers.’’ 
Ameritech’s chief executive officer, 
Richard Notebaert on February 1, 1996, 
indicated his support of the 1996 Act by 
stating that, ‘‘[T]his bill will rank as 
one of the most important and far- 
reaching pieces of federal legislation 
passed this decade. . . . It offers a com-
prehensive communications policy, sol-
idly grounded in the principles of the 
competitive marketplace. It’s truly a 
framework for the information age.’’ 
On February 8, 1996, US West’s Presi-
dent of Long Distance, Richard Cole-
man, predicted that USWest would 
meet the 14 point checklist in a major-
ity of its states within 12–18 months. 
Unfortunately, the Bell companies 
have not kept their promises. Instead 
of getting down to the business of com-
peting, the Bell companies chose a 
strategy of delay. In doing so, they 
have litigated, they have complained, 
and they have combined. In other 
words they have done everything ex-
cept work to ensure competition in 
local markets. 

When the Bells first filed applica-
tions with the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, FCC, to enter the 
long distance market, contrary to their 
assertions, the FCC and the Depart-
ment of Justice, DOJ, found that the 
local markets were not open to com-
petition, and on that basis denied the 
companies entry into the long distance 
market. Once the Bells realized that 
they were not going to get into the 
long distance market before complying 
with the 1996 Act, they began a strat-
egy of litigation which had two effects: 
1. to delay competition into their local 
markets and 2. to hold on to their mo-
nopoly structure as they entered new 
markets in order to demolish their 
competitors. They appealed a series of 
the FCC’s decisions to the courts and 
challenged the constitutionality of the 
1996 Act even taking the case to the 
Supreme Court. 

Having lost in the courts, the Bells 
have now returned to Congress com-
plaining about the 1996 Act, the very 
Act that they had previously cham-
pioned. Many of the Bell companies 
have been meeting with Senators and 
Representatives, often accompanied by 

the same lawyers who helped write the 
1996 Act. But this time their message is 
different. Instead of embracing com-
petition, the once laudable goal they 
had proclaimed to be seeking, they now 
want to change the rules of the game 
and move in the opposite direction. 
Specifically, they now want to offer lu-
crative high-speed data services to long 
distance customers without first open-
ing their local markets to competition, 
and they want to block their competi-
tors from using their networks to pro-
vide high speed data service. As a re-
sult of these efforts, the Bells have suc-
cessfully convinced some members of 
Congress to introduce bills that in es-
sence allow them to offer such service 
while protecting the Bells against com-
petition and slowing the delivery of af-
fordable advanced service to consumers 
by gutting the 1996 Act. 

Bell companies claim that because no 
one contemplated the growth of data 
services that they should be permitted 
to continue their hold on the local cus-
tomer as they provide broadband serv-
ices. To state it plainly, they are 
wrong. The technology to provide 
broadband data services over the Bell 
network has been around since the 
early 1980s, but the Bells were slow to 
deploy service until competition 
prompted them to do so. Furthermore, 
recognizing the great potential of 
broadband services, Richard McCor-
mick, then CEO and Chairman of 
USWest, in 1994 testifying before the 
Senate Commerce Committee stated 
the following: 

I want to touch briefly on USWest’s busi-
ness plan. We have embarked on an aggres-
sive program both within our 14-state region 
and outside to deploy broadband. We want to 
be the leader in providing interactive, that 
is, two-way multimedia services, voice, data, 
video. 

In addition to the Bells realizing the 
importance of broadband service, Con-
gress recognized the importance of 
broadband services when it passed the 
1996 Act and included section 706 which 
is dedicated to promoting the develop-
ment and deployment of advanced serv-
ices. To quote the Act, ‘‘advanced tele-
communications capability’’ is defined 
as ‘‘high-speed switched, broadband 
telecommunications capability that 
enables users to originate and receive 
high-quality voice, data, graphics, and 
video telecommunications using any 
technology.’’ Also a search of the legis-
lative debate on the 1996 Act reveals 
that the word ‘‘Internet’’ appears 273 
times. Even the preamble to the 1996 
Act refers to ‘‘advanced telecommuni-
cations and information technologies 
and services.’’ With this evidence be-
fore it, the FCC also concluded that the 
competitive provisions of the 1996 Act 
included high-speed, advanced data and 
voice services. 

Today, all Bell companies are pro-
viding DSL service to customers. In 
fact, in October of 1999, SBC announced 
it would spend $6 billion over 3 years 
on ‘‘project Pronto’’ which is the com-
pany’s initiative to become the largest 

single provider of advanced broadband 
services in America. And on that point, 
I certainly commend SBC on its ef-
forts. Through 2000, the four Bell com-
panies invested 3.3. billion in DSL de-
ployment and are expected to spend 
$10.3 billion through 2003. This invest-
ment is expected to payoff as earnings 
from their DSL investments are ex-
pected to be positive by late 2002 as 
market penetration hits 10 percent. By 
the end of the first quarter of this year, 
SBC and BellSouth reached about 50 
percent of their customer base while 
Verizon reached abut 42 percent with 
DSL service offerings. 

Additionally, reports indicate that 
broadband service is being effectively 
deployed. In an August 2000 report, the 
FCC concluded that overall, broadband 
service is being deployed on a reason-
able and timely basis. It also found 
that there has been ample national de-
ployment of backbone and other fiber 
facilities that provide backbone 
functionality. In October of 2000, the 
FCC issued another report in which it 
determined that high speed lines con-
necting homes and small businesses to 
the Internet increased by 57 percent 
during the first half of 2000. These de-
velopments effectively demonstrate 
why there is no justification for fur-
ther deregulation of the Bells at least 
not until competition in the local mar-
kets is acheived. 

A major issue in this debate is how to 
serve rural and underserved ares. How-
ever, there it is no demonstrated com-
mitment by the Bells to serve the rural 
markets. In fact, there behavior would 
lead you to the opposite conclusion. 
Qwest/USWest has sold nearly 600 
smaller exchanges representing about 
500,000 access lines and GTE has sold 
$1.6 milion access lines. Joe Nacchio, 
Chief Executive Officer of Qwest stat-
ed, ‘‘I would have not qualms selling 
seeral million access lines if [I] could 
find the real deal.’’ He also noted that 
‘‘we have about 17.5 million access 
line—we really like 11 [million].’’ 

While expending a great deal of re-
sources litigating and complaining, 
Bell companies also have expended a 
fair amount of their energies in an-
other area, that is merging and com-
bining. In August of 1997, Verizon ac-
quired NYNEX and in June of 2000 ac-
quired GTE. First, SBC acquired Pac 
Bell, and in October of 1999, acquired 
Ameritech. The combined company 
now controls one-third of all access 
lines in the United States. In March of 
2000, Qwest acquired USWest. At the 
same time, Bell Atlantic acquired 
Vodafone. In September of 2000, Bell- 
South Wireless and SBC Wireless en-
tered into a joint venture, Cingular. 
Yet the local phone markets remain 
largely closed to competition. 

Even though there are many compa-
nies working to build a business in the 
local market, the Bells have met the 
271 checklist in only six States, New 
York, Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas, Mas-
sachusetts, and Connecticut. Undoubt-
edly, if they cannot obtain real access 
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to the local phone markets, competi-
tive companies will not be able to 
make a go of their businesses. My 
grave concern is that they will not be 
able to survive the Bell strategy of 
delay. Today, CLECs are struggling to 
survive. Of the 300 CLECs that began 
providing service since 1996, several 
have declared bankruptcy or are on the 
verge of failing and several others have 
scaled back their buildout plans. 
CLECs are faced with a significant 
downturn in the marketplace, tremen-
dous difficulty in raising capital, and 
local markets that remain largely 
closed to competition. From the stand-
point of capital, CLECs are particu-
larly sensitive to the financial market 
since the vast majority of them are not 
profitable and rely on the capital mar-
kets for funding. Relying on the mar-
ketplace, CLECs have raised and spent 
$56 billion in their attempts to compete 
in the local market. Of the publicly 
traded CLECs in 2000, only 4 CLECs 
made a profit. Additionally, as a result 
of the market downturn, the market 
capitalization of CLECs fell from a 
high of $86.4 billion in 1999 to $32.1 bil-
lion in 2000. 

In Congress, we hear about the con-
tinued problems faced by competitive 
carriers trying to obtain access to the 
Bell network. Between December 1999 
and April 2001, both the FCC and state 
regulators have imposed fines on sev-
eral Bell companies for violations of 
their market opening and service qual-
ity requirements and other rules. For 
BellSouth, these fines totaled $804,750, 
for Qwest, $78.6 million, for SBC, $175 
million, and for Verizon, $233 million. 
However, while these fines may be sub-
stantial to most businesses, many in 
the industry believe that they simply 
represent the cost of doing business for 
the Bell companies which over the past 
year had annual revenues in the range 
of tens of billions of dollars. Specifi-
cally, BellSouth’s total revenues were 
$25.6 billion, Qwest, $18.3 billion, SBC, 
$50.1 billion, and Verizon, $66.4 billion. 
Chairman Powell has stated that in 
order to make fines a more effective 
tool, Congress should increase the 
FCC’s current fine authority against a 
common carrier for a single continuing 
violation from $1.2 million to at least 
$10 million and extend the statute of 
limitations for violations which cur-
rently stands at 1 year. 

In order to get local competition 
going, the Pennsylvania PUC mandated 
the functional separation of the retail 
and wholesale functions of Verizon. Pe-
titions have been filed to impose struc-
tural separation in, Alabama, Florida, 
Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, New Jersey, North Caro-
lina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and 
Virginia. Legislation has also been in-
troduced in the State legislatures of 
Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, and 
New Jersey on the issue of structural 
separation. In September of last year, 
Chairpersons of the Commissions in Il-
linois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, and 
Wisconsin, issued a joint statement as-

serting that although the Commissions 
had taken repeated and sustained ac-
tions over the past months to address 
operating deficiencies with respect to 
SBC-Ameritech, CLEC customers had 
experienced a marked decline in serv-
ice quality in purchasing network ele-
ments from SBC-Ameritech. 

In addition to these actions by regu-
lators, the courts also have taken ac-
tion. In California in 1997, Caltech 
International Telecom Corporation 
sued SBC-Pacific Bell claiming that 
SBC was violating antitrust laws by 
acting anticompetitively and blocking 
competitors from their local phone 
market. Last year, a Federal district 
court ruled in favor of Caltech. Covad 
has sued SBC, Verizon, and BellSouth 
and already has obtained a $24 million 
arbitration ruling against SBC. Con-
sumers have filed suit in the Superior 
Court of D.C. alleging that Verizon 
signed up over 3,000 new customers per 
day knowing that the company would 
be unable to provide high-speed service 
as promised and that its customers 
would experience significant disrup-
tions and significant delays in obtain-
ing technical support. 

Regrettably, as Bells seek to block 
their competitors from entering their 
markets, many consumers are suffering 
through poor quality of Bell service. In 
New York, the Communications Work-
ers of America issued a service quality 
report in which it stated that ‘‘Verizon 
has systematically misled state regu-
lators and the public by falsifying serv-
ice quality data submitted to the PSC’’ 
and ‘‘60 percent of workers have been 
ordered to report troubles as fixed 
when problems remained.’’ 91 percent 
of field technicians surveyed reported 
that they were dispatched on repairs of 
recent installations only to find that 
dial tone had never been provided. Ad-
ditionally, consumers with inside wir-
ing maintenance plans were not receiv-
ing the services for which they were 
paying. 

Concerned about competition and 
service quality, the FCC as well as 
state Commissions have opposed legis-
lative efforts to further deregulate the 
Bell companies. In response to such 
measures, former Chairman of the FCC, 
William Kennard, stated that such leg-
islation would only upset the balance 
struck by the 1996 Act, . . . [and] would 
reverse the progress attained by the 
Act.’’ Mr. Kennard went on to state 
that ‘‘the Telecommunications Act of 
1996 is working. Because of years of 
litigation, competition did not take 
hold as quickly as some had hoped. The 
fact that it is now working, however, is 
undeniable. Local markets are being 
opened, broadband services are being 
deployed, and competition, including 
broadband competition is taking root.’’ 
More recently at a hearing before Con-
gress in March, Chairman Powell of the 
FCC counseled against reopening the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996. He 
stated that ‘‘any wholesale rewrite of 
the Telecom Act would be ill-advised.’’ 
The Former Assistant Secretary for 

Communications and Information, 
Greg Rhode also stated that ‘‘[d]espite 
the progress being made under the pro-
competitive approach of the Tele-
communications Act of 1996, some in 
Congress are talking about changing 
directions. Under the veil of ‘de-regula-
tion for data services’ some are talking 
about stopping the progress of competi-
tion . . . competition, structured under 
the 1996 Act, is the model that will best 
deliver advanced telecommunications 
and information services, such as high 
speed Internet access. Walking away 
from the Act’s pro-competitive provi-
sions at this point would be a serious 
mistake.’’ Recognizing the importance 
of the 1996 Act, the National Associa-
tion of Regulatory Utilities Commis-
sioners adopted a resolution opposing 
federal legislation that would deregu-
late the Bells and restrict the ability of 
State public utility commissions from 
fulfilling their obligations to regulate 
core telecommunications facilities 
that are used to provide both voice and 
data services and to promote deploy-
ment of advanced telecommunications 
capabilities. 

Given the lack of competition in the 
local markets, the intransigent behav-
ior of the Bell companies, and concerns 
about poor service quality, we are left 
with no choice but to adopt measures 
that will ensure Bell compliance with 
the 1996 Act. This will have to include 
not only fines, but also the separation 
of a Bell’s retail operations responsible 
for marketing services to consumers 
from its wholesale operations respon-
sible for operating and selling capacity 
on the network. Bell companies con-
tinue to have substantial profit mar-
gins and revenues in the billions of dol-
lars. In contrast, Bear Stearns has 
stated that it expects half of the 
CLECs to disappear because of bank-
ruptcy and consolidation. Unquestion-
ably, I do anticipate that competition 
will weed out poor competitors. How-
ever, it does not serve consumers well 
for competitors to be weeded out be-
cause monopolies are not playing fair. 

I strongly believe that the power 
that the Bell companies have wielded 
to block their competitors from the 
local markets must be curbed. That’s 
why I rise to introduce legislation 
today. Under my bill within one year 
after passage of the legislation, a Bell 
company is required to provide retail 
service through a separate division. If a 
Bell company has to resell or provide 
portions of its network to its division 
on the same terms and conditions that 
it provides to its competitors, then it 
will quickly and affordably make its 
network available to competitors. 

Requiring a company to separate 
functions or divest property is not a 
novel concept. In 1980, the court de-
cided that the only way to introduced 
competition into the long distance 
market was to require Ma Bell to di-
vest the Baby Bells. This has worked 
well and now the long distance market 
is competitive. More recently, the 
Pennsylvania PSC has required Verizon 
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to separate its retail operations from 
its wholesale operations. These deci-
sions are all based on concerns about 
the ability of a company to distort 
competition because the company has 
significant market power. 

Also, my bill clarifies that a carrier 
may bring an action against a Bell 
company to comply with the competi-
tion provisions of the 1996 Act at the 
FCC or at a State commission, and has 
the option of entering an alternative 
dispute resolution, ADR, process to en-
force an interconnection agreement. 
The FCC is required to resolve such a 
complaint in 90 days and issue an in-
terim order to correct the dispute 
within 30 days upon a proper showing 
by the carrier bringing the dispute. 

My bill requires the FCC to impose a 
penalty of $10 million for each viola-
tion and $2 million for each day of each 
violation. The FCC can treble the dam-
ages if the Bell company repeatedly 
violates competitive provisions of the 
1996 Act. I have chosen to include hefty 
fines, because the fines at the FCC are 
too small to have any real effect. I am 
also struck by the fact that for the 
Bells, fines seem to be just a cost of 
doing business and not a punishment 
that deters or positively affects their 
behavior. As Chairman Powell has stat-
ed, the FCC’s ‘‘fines are trivial and the 
cost of doing business to many of these 
companies.’’ My bill would also require 
the FCC to establish performance 
guidelines detailing what Bell compa-
nies must do in order to allow CLEC’s 
to interconnect with the Bell network. 

Today, our communications network 
remains the envy of the world and the 
development of innovative advanced 
services is accelerating rapidly. Last 
year in a discussion about the lead 
America has over Europe with respect 
to the technology revolution, Thomas 
Middlehof, chief executive of 
Bertlemann, which is Europe’s largest 
media conglomerate stated that ‘‘Eu-
rope just doesn’t get the message . . . 
[g]overnments are still trying to pro-
tect the old industrial structure.’’ The 
article also noted that ‘‘many [Euro-
pean] leaders now acknowledge a basic 
policy failure of the past decade [was] 
subsidizing dying industries.’’ With 
that said, it is unfortunate that the 
rollout of local and broadband services 
on a competitive basis to all Americans 
is being thwarted by the failure of Bell 
companies to open their markets to 
competition. These same monopolists 
told us their markets would be open 
years ago. This legislation seeks to 
hold them to their word. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1364 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Tele-

communications Fair Competition Enforce-
ment Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds: 
(1) The Telecommunications Act of 1996 

put in place the proper framework to achieve 
competition in local telecommunications 
markets. 

(2) The Telecommunications Act of 1996 
recognized that local exchange facilities are 
essential facilities and required that all in-
cumbent local exchange carriers open their 
markets to competition by interconnecting 
with and providing network access to new 
entrants, a process to be overseen by Federal 
and State regulators. 

(3) To increase the incentives of the Bell 
operating companies to open their local net-
works to competition, the Telecommuni-
cations Act of 1996 allows the Bell operating 
companies to provide interLATA voice and 
data services in their service region only 
after opening their local networks to com-
petition. 

(4) While some progress has been made in 
opening local telecommunications markets, 
the Federal Communications Commission 
has determined that, 6 years after passage of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996, the Bell 
operating companies have met the market 
opening requirements of that Act in only 5 
States. 

(5) It is apparent that the incumbent local 
exchange carriers do not have adequate in-
centives to cooperate in this process and 
that regulators have not exercised their en-
forcement authority to require compliance. 

(6) By improving mandatory penalties on 
Bell operating companies and their affiliates 
that have not opened their network to com-
petition, there will be greater assurance that 
local telecommunications markets will be 
opened more expeditiously and, as a result, 
American consumers will obtain the full ben-
efits of competition. 

(7) Competitive carriers continue to experi-
ence great difficulty in gaining access to the 
Bell network, and, 5 years after enactment of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Bell op-
erating companies continue to control over 
92 percent of all access lines nationwide. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are— 
(1) to improve and strengthen the enforce-

ment of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
in order to ensure that local telecommuni-
cations markets are opened more rapidly to 
full, robust, and sustainable competition; 
and 

(2) to provide an alternative dispute resolu-
tion process for expeditious resolution of dis-
putes concerning interconnection agree-
ments. 
SEC. 4. ENFORCEMENT OF COMPETITION. 

Title II of the Communications Act of 1934 
(47 U.S.C. 201 et seq.) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘PART IV—ENFORCEMENT 

‘‘SEC. 291. SHARED JURISDICTION OVER CERTAIN 
DISPUTES. 

‘‘(a) VIOLATIONS OF SECTIONS 251, 252, 271, 
AND 272.—A complaint under section 208 al-
leging that a specific act or practice or fail-
ure to act, of a Bell operating company or its 
affiliate, constitutes a violation of section 
251, 252, 271, or 272 may be filed at the Com-
mission or at a State commission. 

‘‘(b) ENFORCEMENT OF INTERCONNECTION 
AGREEMENTS.—An action to enforce compli-
ance by a Bell operating company or its af-
filiate with an interconnection agreement 
entered into under section 252 may be initi-
ated at the Commission or at a State Com-
mission. 

‘‘(c) INITIATING PARTY.—A complaint de-
scribed in subsection (a) or an enforcement 
action described in subsection (b) may be 
brought by a telecommunications carrier or 
by the Commission or a State commission on 
its own motion. 
‘‘SEC. 292. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF 

INTERCONNECTION, INTERLATA, 
AND SEPARATE AFFILIATE COM-
PLAINTS AND ENFORCEMENT AC-
TIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall 
make a final determination with respect to 
any complaint described in section 291(a) or 
an enforcement action described in section 
291(b) within 90 days after the date on which 
the complaint, or the filing initiating the ac-
tion, is received by the Commission. 

‘‘(b) INTERIM RELIEF.— 
‘‘(1) VIOLATIONS OF ACT.—Within 30 days 

after a complaint described in section 291(a) 
has been filed with the Commission, the 
Commission shall issue an order to the Bell 
operating company or its affiliate named in 
the complaint directing it to cease the act or 
practice that constitutes the alleged viola-
tion, or initiate an act or practice to correct 
the alleged violation, pending a final deter-
mination by the Commission if— 

‘‘(A) the complaint contains a prima facie 
showing that the alleged violation occurred 
or is occurring; 

‘‘(B) the complaint describes with speci-
ficity the act or practice, or failure to act, 
that constitutes the alleged violation; and 

‘‘(C) it appears from specific facts shown 
by the complaint or an accompanying affi-
davit that substantial injury, loss, or dam-
age will result to the complainant before the 
90-day period in subsection (a) expires if the 
order is not issued. 

‘‘(2) INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS.—With-
in 30 days after an enforcement action de-
scribed in section 291(b) has been initiated at 
the Commission by a telecommunications 
carrier, the Commission shall issue an order 
to the Bell operating company or its affiliate 
named in the action directing it to cease the 
act or practice that constitutes the alleged 
noncompliance with the interconnection 
agreement, or initiate an act or practice to 
correct the alleged noncompliance, pending a 
final determination by the Commission if— 

‘‘(A) the filing initiating the action con-
tains a prima facie showing that the alleged 
noncompliance occurred or is occurring; 

‘‘(B) the filing describes with specificity 
the act or practice, or failure to act, that 
constitutes the alleged noncompliance; and 

‘‘(C) it appears from specific facts shown 
by the filing or an accompanying affidavit 
that substantial injury, loss, or damage will 
result to the telecommunications carrier be-
fore the 90-day period in subsection (a) ex-
pires if the order is not issued. 

‘‘(c) BURDEN OF PROOF.—In any proceeding 
under this part with respect to a complaint 
described in section 291(a), or an enforce-
ment action described in section 291(b), by a 
telecommunications carrier against a Bell 
operating company or its affiliate, and upon 
a prima facie showing by a carrier that there 
are reasonable grounds to believe that there 
is a violation or noncompliance, the burden 
of proof shall be on such Bell operating com-
pany or its affiliate to demonstrate its com-
pliance with the section allegedly violated, 
or with the terms of such agreement, as the 
case may be. 
‘‘SEC. 293. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

OF INTERCONNECTION COM-
PLAINTS. 

‘‘(a) INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS.—A 
party to an interconnection agreement en-
tered into under section 252 may submit a 
dispute under the agreement to the alter-
native dispute resolution process established 
by subsection (b). An action brought under 
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this section may be brought in lieu of an ac-
tion described in section 291(b) at the Com-
mission or at a State commission. 

‘‘(b) ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
PROCESS.— 

‘‘(1) COMMISSION TO PRESCRIBE PROCESS.— 
Within 180 days after the date of enactment 
of the Telecommunications Fair Competi-
tion Enforcement Act of 2001, the Commis-
sion shall, after notice and opportunity for 
public comment, issue a final rule imple-
menting an alternative dispute resolution 
process for the resolution of disputes under 
interconnection agreements entered into 
under section 252. The process shall be avail-
able to any party to such an agreement, in-
cluding agreements entered into prior to the 
date of enactment of that Act, unless such 
prior agreement specifically precludes the 
use of alternative dispute resolution. 

‘‘(2) PROCESS REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying 
out paragraph (1), the Commission shall pre-
scribe a process that— 

‘‘(A) provides for binding private commer-
cial arbitration of disputes in an open, non-
discriminatory, and unbiased forum; 

‘‘(B) ensures that a dispute submitted to 
the process can be resolved within 45 days 
after the date on which the dispute is filed; 
and 

‘‘(C) requires any decision reached under 
the process to be in writing, available to the 
public, and posted on the Internet. 

‘‘(3) REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION.—Any per-
son or panel conducting an arbitration under 
this subsection may require any party to the 
dispute to provide such information as may 
be necessary to enable that person or panel 
to reach a decision with respect to the dis-
pute. If the party that receives such a re-
quest for information fails to comply with 
such a request for information within 7 busi-
ness days after the date on which the request 
was made, then, unless that party shows that 
the failure to comply was due to extenuating 
circumstances, the person or panel con-
ducting the arbitration shall render a deci-
sion or award in favor of the other party to 
the arbitration within 14 business days after 
the date on which the request was made. The 
decision or award in favor of a party shall 
not apply if the party in whose favor a deci-
sion or award would be rendered under the 
preceding sentence is not in compliance with 
a request for information from the person or 
panel conducting the arbitration. 

‘‘(4) REMEDIES AND AUTHORITY OF ARBI-
TRATOR.—Any person or panel conducting an 
arbitration under this subsection may grant 
to the prevailing party any relief available 
in law or equity, including remedies avail-
able under this Act, injunctive relief, spe-
cific performance, monetary awards, and di-
rect, consequential, and compensatory dam-
ages. 

‘‘(5) ARBITRATION AWARD AND ENFORCE-
MENT.—A final decision or award made by a 
person or panel conducting an arbitration 
under this subsection shall be binding upon 
the parties and is not subject to appeal by 
the parties or review by the Commission, a 
State commission, or any Federal or State 
court. A decision or award under the process 
may be enforced in any district court of the 
United States having jurisdiction under sec-
tions 9 through 13 of title 9, United States 
Code. 
‘‘SEC. 294. ENFORCEMENT OF PERFORMANCE 

STANDARDS. 
‘‘(a) COMMISSION TO PRESCRIBE PERFORM-

ANCE STANDARDS FOR COMPLIANCE WITH 
INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
the Telecommunications Fair Competition 
Enforcement Act of 2001 the Commission 
shall, after notice and opportunity for public 
comment, issue final rules for performance 
standards, data validation procedures, and 

audit requirements to ensure prompt and 
verifiable implementation of interconnection 
agreements entered into under section 252 
and for the purposes of sections 251, 252, 271, 
and 272. At a minimum, the rules shall in-
clude the most rigorous performance stand-
ards, data validation procedures, and audit 
requirements for such agreements adopted 
by the Commission or any State commission 
before the date of enactment of the Tele-
communications Fair Competition Enforce-
ment Act of 2001, as well as any new perform-
ance standards, data validation procedures, 
and audit requirements needed to ensure full 
compliance with the requirements of this 
Act for the opening of local telecommuni-
cations markets to competition. In estab-
lishing performance standards, data valida-
tion procedures, and audit requirements 
under this section, the Commission shall en-
sure that such standards, procedures, and re-
quirements are quantifiable and sufficient to 
determine ongoing compliance by incumbent 
local exchange carriers with the require-
ments of their interconnection agreements, 
including the provision of operating support 
systems, special access, and retail and 
wholesale customer service standards, and 
for the purposes of enforcing sections 251, 
252, 271, and 272. 

‘‘(b) SPECIFIC REQUIREMENT FOR PROVISION 
OF LOCAL LOOPS.—A Bell operating company 
or its affiliate which has not been granted an 
exemption, suspension, or modification 
under section 251(f) of the requirement to 
provide access to local loops (including 
subloop elements to the extent required 
under section 251(d)(2)) as an unbundled net-
work element under section 251(c)(3) shall 
provide any such local loop to a requesting 
telecommunications carrier with which such 
Bell operating company or affiliate has an 
interconnection agreement entered into 
under section 252 within 5 business days after 
receiving a request for a specific local loop. 

‘‘(c) ENFORCEMENT OF PERFORMANCE 
METRICS.—Any violation of this section, or 
the rules adopted hereunder, shall be a viola-
tion of section 251. 
‘‘SEC. 295. FORFEITURES; DAMAGES; ATTORNEYS 

FEES. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The forfeitures provided 

in this section are in addition to any other 
requirements, forfeitures, and penalties that 
may be imposed under any other provision of 
this Act, any other law, or by a State com-
mission or court. 

‘‘(b) FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATION OF SEC-
TIONS 251, 252, 271, OR 272.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall 
impose a forfeiture of $10,000,000 for each vio-
lation by a Bell operating company or any 
affiliate of such company of section 251, 252, 
271, or 272, and a forfeiture of $2,000,000 for 
each day on which the violation continues. 

‘‘(2) FORFEITURE INCREASED THREEFOLD FOR 
REPEAT VIOLATIONS.—The forfeiture under 
paragraph (1) shall be increased threefold for 
a repeated violation of any such section by a 
Bell operating company or its affiliate. 

‘‘(c) COMPENSATORY AND PUNITIVE DAM-
AGES; COSTS AND ATTORNEY’S FEES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In any civil action 
brought by a telecommunications carrier 
against a Bell operating company or any af-
filiate of such company for damages for a 
violation of section 251, 252, 271, or 272, or 
violation of any interconnection agreement 
entered into under section 252 by a Bell oper-
ating company, the carrier may be award-
ed— 

‘‘(A) both compensatory and punitive dam-
ages; and 

‘‘(B) reasonable attorney fees and costs in-
curred in bringing the action. 

‘‘(2) TREBLE DAMAGES.—In any such action, 
the telecommunications carrier may be 
awarded treble damages for a repeated viola-

tion of any such section or interconnection 
agreement by a Bell operating company or 
its affiliate. 

‘‘(d) FORFEITURE FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY 
WITH ORDER GRANTING INTERIM RELIEF.—If 
the Bell operating company or its affiliate to 
which an order is issued under section 292(b) 
does not comply with the order within 7 days 
after the date on which the Commission re-
leases the order, and the Commission makes 
a final determination that the Bell operating 
company or affiliate is in violation of sec-
tion 251, 252, 271, or 272, or violation of an 
interconnection agreement entered into 
under section 252, then the Commission shall 
impose a forfeiture of $10,000,000 for each 
such violation, and a forfeiture of $2,000,000 
for each day on which the violation contin-
ued after issuance of the order. 

‘‘(e) ATTORNEYS FEES.—The Commission, a 
State commission, a court, or person con-
ducting an arbitration under section 293 may 
award reasonable attorney fees and costs to 
the prevailing party in an action commenced 
by a complaint described in section 291(a), an 
enforcement action described in section 
291(b), or an alternative dispute resolution 
proceeding under section 293, respectively. 

‘‘(f) FORFEITURES DIVIDED BETWEEN COM-
PLAINANTS AND COMMISSION.—Any forfeiture 
imposed under subsection (b) or (d) shall be 
paid to the Commission and divided equally 
between— 

‘‘(1) either— 
‘‘(A) the party whose complaint com-

menced the action that resulted in the deter-
mination by the Commission, if the Commis-
sion’s determination was made in response 
to a complaint; or 

‘‘(B) the party against which the violation 
was committed, if the action that resulted in 
the determination by the Commission was 
commenced by the Commission or a State 
commission; and 

‘‘(2) the Commission for use by its Enforce-
ment Bureau for the purpose of enforcing 
parts II and III of title II of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 251 et seq. and 271 
et seq.) and carrying out part IV of title II of 
that Act. 

‘‘(g) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—The 
amount of each forfeiture provided for under 
subsections (b) and (d) shall be increased for 
violations during each calendar year begin-
ning with 2004 by a percentage amount equal 
to the percentage increase (if any) in the CPI 
for the preceding year over the CPI for 2001. 
For purposes of this subsection, the CPI for 
any year is the average for the 12 months of 
the year of the Consumer Price Index for all- 
urban consumers published by the Depart-
ment of Labor. 
‘‘SEC. 296. SAVINGS CLAUSES. 

‘‘(a) OTHER REMEDIES UNDER ACT.—The 
remedies in this part are in addition to any 
other requirements or penalties available 
under this Act or any other law. 

‘‘(b) ANTITRUST LAWS.—Nothing in this 
part modifies, impairs, or supersedes the ap-
plicability of any antitrust law, except that 
a violation by an incumbent local exchange 
carrier of section 251 or 252 shall also be a 
violation of the Act of July 2, 1890, com-
monly known as the Sherman Anti-Trust 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1 et seq.).’’. 
SEC. 5. RATEPAYER PROTECTION. 

The Commission shall not forbear from, or 
modify, any cost allocation rules, accounting 
safeguards, or other requirements in a man-
ner that reduces its ability to enforce the 
provisions of this Act. 
SEC. 6. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS EXTENDED TO 

3 YEARS. 
Section 503(b)(6) of the Communications 

Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 503(b)(6)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘1 year’’ each place it appears and 
inserting ‘‘5 years’’. 
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SEC. 7. STATE COMMISSIONS MAY USE FEDERAL 

FORFEITURES. 
In any action brought before a State com-

mission to enforce compliance with section 
251, 252, 271, or 272 of the Communications 
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 251, 252, 271, or 272) or 
an interconnection agreement entered into 
under section 252, the State commission may 
apply to the Federal Communications Com-
mission requesting that the Commission im-
pose a forfeiture under section 295 of that 
Act in addition to any relief granted by the 
State commission in that action. The Fed-
eral Communications Commission may im-
pose a forfeiture under section 295 of that 
Act upon application by a State commission 
under this section if it determines that the 
State commission proceeding was conducted 
in accordance with the requirements of State 
law. 
SEC. 8. SEPARATION OF RETAIL AND WHOLESALE 

FUNCTIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title II of the Commu-

nications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 201 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 277. FUNCTIONAL SEPARATION OF RETAIL 

SERVICES. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A Bell operating com-

pany may only provide retail service— 
‘‘(1) through a division that is legally sepa-

rate from the part of the Bell operating com-
pany that provides wholesale services; and 

‘‘(2) in a manner that is consistent with 
the Code of Conduct described in subsection 
(b). 

‘‘(b) CODE OF CONDUCT.—The Code of Con-
duct for the provision of retail service by a 
Bell operating company is as follows: 

‘‘(1) A Bell operating company shall trans-
fer to its retail division all relationships 
with retail customers, including customer 
interfaces and retail billing and all develop-
ment, marketing, and pricing of retail serv-
ices. 

‘‘(2) A Bell operating company shall trans-
fer to its retail division all accounts for re-
tail services and all assets, systems, and per-
sonnel used by the Bell operating company 
to carry out the business functions described 
in paragraph (1). 

‘‘(3) The retail division required by this 
section— 

‘‘(A) shall be operated independently from 
the wholesale services and functions of the 
Bell operating company of which it is a divi-
sion; 

‘‘(B) shall maintain books, records, and ac-
counts separate from those maintained by 
other departments, divisions, sections, affili-
ates, or units of the Bell operating company 
of which it is a division; 

‘‘(C) shall have separate employees and of-
fice space from the wholesale services and 
functions of the Bell operating company of 
which it is a division; 

‘‘(D) shall tie its management compensa-
tion only to the performance of the retail di-
vision; 

‘‘(E) may not own any telecommunications 
facilities or equipment jointly with the Bell 
operating company of which it is a division; 

‘‘(F) shall not engage in any joint mar-
keting with the wholesale services depart-
ment, division, section, affiliate, or unit of 
the Bell operating company of which it is a 
division; 

‘‘(G) shall conduct all wholesale trans-
actions with the Bell operating company of 
which it is a division on a fully compen-
satory, arms-length basis, in accordance 
with part 32 of the Commission’s rules (part 
32 of title 47, Code of Federal Regulations); 

‘‘(H) shall offer retail telecommunications 
service solely at rates set by tariff; and 

‘‘(I) shall also offer all of its retail tele-
communications services to telecommuni-
cations carriers for wholesale purchase at 
the avoided cost discount as established pur-
suant to sections 251(c)(4) and 252(d)(3). 

‘‘(4) A Bell operating company shall pro-
vide services, facilities, and network ele-
ments to any requesting carrier, including 
its retail division solely at rates, terms, and 
conditions set by tariff; shall offer physical 
and virtual collocation pursuant to tariffs; 
shall not provide any retail service except 
through its retail division; and shall not 
grant its retail division any preferential in-
tellectual property rights. The Bell oper-
ating company shall conduct any business 
with unaffiliated persons in the same man-
ner as it conducts business with its retail di-
vision, and shall not prefer, or discriminate 
in favor of, such retail division in the rates, 
terms, or conditions offered to the retail di-
vision, including— 

‘‘(A) fulfilling any requests from unaffili-
ated persons for ordering, maintenance, and 
repair of unbundled network elements and 
services provided for resale, within a period 
no longer than that in which it fulfills such 
requests from its retail division; 

‘‘(B) utilizing the same operating support 
systems for dealings with unaffiliated per-
sons providing telecommunications service 
as it uses with its retail division; 

‘‘(C) providing any customer or network 
information to unaffiliated persons pro-
viding retail services on the same terms and 
conditions as it provides such information to 
its retail division; 

‘‘(D) fulfilling any requests from an unaf-
filiated person for exchange access within a 
period no longer than that in which it fulfills 
requests for exchange access from its retail 
division; and 

‘‘(E) fulfilling any such requests in sub-
paragraph (D) with service of a quality that 
meets or exceeds the quality of exchange ac-
cess it provides to its retail division. 

‘‘(c) BIENNIAL AUDIT.— 
‘‘(1) GENERAL REQUIREMENT.—A Bell oper-

ating company shall obtain and pay for a 
joint Federal/State audit every 2 years which 
shall be conducted by an independent auditor 
to determine whether such company has 
complied with this section and the regula-
tions promulgated to implement this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(2) RESULTS SUBMITTED TO COMMISSION; 
STATE COMMISSIONS.—The auditor described 
in paragraph (1) shall submit the results of 
the audit to the Commission and to the 
State commission of each State in which the 
company audited provides service, and the 
Commission shall make such results avail-
able for public inspection. Any party may 
submit comments on the final audit report. 

‘‘(3) ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS.—For purposes 
of conducting audits and reviews under this 
subsection— 

‘‘(A) the independent auditor, the Commis-
sion, and the State commission shall have 
access to the financial books, records, and 
accounts of each Bell operating company and 
its retail division necessary to verify trans-
actions conducted with that company that 
are relevant to the specific activities per-
mitted under this section and that are nec-
essary for the regulation of rates; 

‘‘(B) the Commission and the State com-
mission shall have access to the working pa-
pers and supporting materials of any auditor 
who performs an audit under this section; 
and 

‘‘(C) the State commission shall imple-
ment appropriate procedures to ensure the 
protection of any proprietary information 
submitted to it under this section. 

‘‘(d) TRANSITION.— 
‘‘(1) A Bell operating company shall have 

one year from the date of enactment of the 
Telecommunications Fair Competition En-
forcement Act of 2001 to comply with sub-
sections (a) and (b). 

‘‘(2) Until such time as the Bell operating 
company complies with the requirements of 

subsection (a), it shall file quarterly reports 
demonstrating how it is implementing com-
pliance with the nondiscrimination require-
ments of subsection (b)(4). 

‘‘(e) RATEPAYER PROTECTION.—The Com-
mission shall not relax any cost allocation 
rules, accounting safeguards, or other re-
quirements in a manner that reduces its 
ability to enforce the provisions of this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) BELL OPERATING COMPANY.—Notwith-

standing section 3(4)(C), the term ‘Bell oper-
ating company’ includes any affiliate of such 
company other than its retail division. 

‘‘(2) RETAIL DEVISION.—The term ‘retail di-
vision’ means the division required by this 
section. 

‘‘(3) RETAIL SERVICE.—The term ‘retail 
service’ means any telecommunications or 
information service offered to a person other 
than a common carrier or other provider of 
telecommunications. 

‘‘(g) REPORT ON VIOLATIONS.—Until Decem-
ber 31, 2010, the Commission shall report to 
Congress annually on the amount and nature 
of any violations of sections 251, 252, 271, and 
272 by each Bell Operating Company. 

‘‘(h) PRESERVATION OF EXISTING AUTHOR-
ITY.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to limit the authority of the Commis-
sion under any other section of this Act to 
prescribe additional safeguards consistent 
with the public interest, convenience, and 
necessity. 
‘‘SEC. 278. SEPARATE RETAIL AFFILIATE. 

‘‘(a) REPEATED VIOLATIONS.—If, beginning 2 
years after enactment of the Telecommuni-
cations Fair Competition Enforcement Act 
of 2001, the Commission finds that a Bell op-
erating company willfully or knowingly vio-
lated the requirements of sections 251, 252, 
271, or 272 of this Act, the Commission may 
require the Bell Operating Company to im-
plement structural separation under this 
section. 

‘‘(b) IN GENERAL.—If the Commission re-
quires a Bell operating company to imple-
ment structural separation under this sec-
tion, then that Bell operating company may 
provide retail services only through a sepa-
rate affiliate. A Bell operating company and 
a separate affiliate established under this 
section shall not engage in any joint mar-
keting of retail services, notwithstanding 
section 272(g). 

‘‘(c) STRUCTURAL SEPARATION OF BUSI-
NESS.—A Bell operating company shall com-
ply with subsection (b) by transferring the 
following business functions to its retail af-
filiate, at the higher of book value or market 
value: 

‘‘(1) all relationships with retail cus-
tomers, including customer interfaces and 
retail billing; and 

‘‘(2) all development, marketing, and pric-
ing of retail services. 

‘‘(d) STRUCTURAL SEPARATION OF ASSETS.— 
‘‘(1) A Bell operating company shall com-

ply with subsection (b) by transferring the 
following assets to its retail affiliate at the 
higher of book or market value: 

‘‘(A) all accounts for retail services, sub-
ject to the requirements of subsection (j); 
and 

‘‘(B) all assets, systems, and personnel 
used by the Bell operating company to carry 
out the business functions described in sub-
section (c). 

‘‘(2) The price, terms, and conditions of the 
transfer of assets required by paragraph (1) 
shall be made publicly available. 

‘‘(e) SEPARATE SUBSIDIARY SAFEGUARDS.— 
The separate affiliate required by this sec-
tion— 

‘‘(1) shall operate independently from the 
Bell operating company; 
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‘‘(2) shall maintain books, records, and ac-

counts separate from those maintained by 
the Bell operating company of which it is an 
affiliate; 

‘‘(3) shall have separate officers and direc-
tors from the Bell operating company of 
which it is an affiliate; 

‘‘(4) shall have separate capital stock, the 
outstanding shares of which may not be held 
by the Bell operating company in any 
amount exceeding four times the amount of 
shares held by unaffiliated persons; 

‘‘(5) shall have separate employees and sep-
arate employee benefit plans from the Bell 
operating company of which it is an affiliate; 

‘‘(6) may not obtain credit under any ar-
rangement that would permit a creditor, 
upon default, to have recourse to the assets 
of the Bell operating company; 

‘‘(7) may not own any telecommunications 
facilities or equipment; 

‘‘(8) shall conduct all transactions with the 
Bell operating company of which it is an af-
filiate on an arms’ length basis, with any 
such transactions reduced to writing and 
available for public inspection; 

‘‘(9) shall offer retail telecommunications 
service solely at rates set by tariff; 

‘‘(10) shall offer all of its retail tele-
communications services for wholesale pur-
chase at the avoided cost discount as estab-
lished pursuant to sections 251(c)(4) and 
252(d)(3); 

‘‘(11) shall have separate office space from 
the wholesale services and functions of the 
Bell operating company of which it is an af-
filiate; 

‘‘(12) shall tie its management compensa-
tion only to the performance of the retail af-
filiate; and 

‘‘(13) shall conduct all wholesale trans-
actions with the Bell operating company of 
which it is an affiliate on a fully compen-
satory basis, in accordance with part 32 of 
the Commission’s rules (part 32 of title 47, 
Code of Federal Regulations). 

‘‘(f) NONDISCRIMINATION SAFEGUARDS.—A 
Bell operating company— 

‘‘(1) shall provide services, facilities and 
network elements to any requesting carrier, 
including its retail affiliate, solely at rates 
set by tariff; 

‘‘(2) shall conduct any business with unaf-
filiated entities in the same manner as it 
conducts business with its retail affiliate, 
and shall not prefer, or discriminate in favor 
of, such retail affiliate in the rates, terms, or 
conditions offered to the retail affiliate, in-
cluding— 

‘‘(A) fulfilling any requests from an unaf-
filiated entity for exchange access service 
within a period no longer than that in which 
it fulfills requests for exchange access serv-
ice from its retail affiliate; 

‘‘(B) fulfilling any such requests with serv-
ice of a quality that meets or exceeds the 
quality of exchange access services it pro-
vides to its retail affiliate; 

‘‘(C) fulfilling any requests from an unaf-
filiated entity for ordering, maintenance and 
repair of unbundled network elements and 
services provided for resale, within a period 
no longer than that in which it fulfills such 
requests from its retail affiliate; 

‘‘(D) utilizing the same operating support 
systems for dealings with unaffiliated enti-
ties providing telecommunications service as 
it uses with its retail affiliate; and 

‘‘(E) providing any customer or network 
information to unaffiliated entities pro-
viding telecommunications services on the 
same terms and conditions as it provides 
such information to its retail affiliate; 

‘‘(3) shall not offer physical and virtual 
collocation other than pursuant to generally 
available tariffs; 

‘‘(4) shall not grant its retail affiliate any 
preferential intellectual property rights; and 

‘‘(5) shall not provide any retail service for 
its own use, but shall procure such services 
from a carrier other than its retail affiliate. 

‘‘(g) BIENNIAL AUDIT.— 
‘‘(1) GENERAL REQUIREMENT.—A Bell oper-

ating company shall obtain and pay for a 
joint Federal/State audit every 2 years con-
ducted by an independent auditor to deter-
mine whether such company has complied 
with this section and the regulations pro-
mulgated under this section. 

‘‘(2) RESULTS SUBMITTED TO COMMISSION; 
STATE COMMISSIONS.—The auditor described 
in paragraph (1) shall submit the results of 
the audit to the Commission and to the 
State commission of each State in which the 
company audited provides service, which 
shall make such results available for public 
inspection. Any party may submit comments 
on the final audit report. 

‘‘(3) ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS.—For purposes 
of conducting audits and reviews under this 
subsection— 

‘‘(A) the independent auditor, the Commis-
sion, and the State commission shall have 
access to the financial books, records, and 
accounts of each Bell operating company and 
of its affiliates necessary to verify trans-
actions conducted with that company that 
are relevant to the specific activities per-
mitted under this section and that are nec-
essary for the regulation of rates; 

‘‘(B) the Commission and the State com-
mission shall have access to the working pa-
pers and supporting materials of any auditor 
who performs an audit under this section; 
and 

‘‘(C) the State commission shall imple-
ment appropriate procedures to ensure the 
protection of any proprietary information 
submitted to it under this section. 

‘‘(h) PRESERVATION OF EXISTING AUTHOR-
ITY.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to limit the authority of the Commis-
sion under any other section of this Act to 
prescribe safeguards consistent with the pub-
lic interest, convenience, and necessity. 

‘‘(i) PRESUBSCRIPTION.—Concurrent with 
the establishment of the separate retail affil-
iate required by this section, in any local 
calling area served by a Bell operating com-
pany, consumers shall have the opportunity 
to select their provider of telephone ex-
change service by means of a balloting proc-
ess established by rule by the Commission. 

‘‘(j) RATEPAYER PROTECTION.—The Com-
mission shall not relax any cost allocation 
rules, accounting safeguards, or other re-
quirements in a manner that reduces its 
ability to enforce the provisions of this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(k) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) BELL OPERATING COMPANY.—Notwith-

standing section 3(4)(C), the term ‘Bell oper-
ating company’ includes any affiliate of such 
company other than its retail affiliate. 

‘‘(2) RETAIL AFFILIATE.—The term ‘retail 
affiliate’ means the affiliate required by this 
section. 

‘‘(3) RETAIL SERVICE.—The term ‘retail 
service’ means any telecommunications or 
information service offered to a person other 
than a common carrier or other provider of 
telecommunications.’’. 

By Mr. NICKLES: 
S. 1366. A bill for the relief of Lindita 

Idrizi Heath; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1366 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR 

LINDITA IDRIZI HEATH. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 

101(b)(1) and subsections (a) and (b) of section 
201 of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Lindita Idrizi Heath shall be eligible for 
issuance of an immigrant visa or for adjust-
ment of status to that of an alien lawfully 
admitted for permanent residence upon fil-
ing an application for issuance of an immi-
grant visa under section 204 of that Act or 
for adjustment of status to lawful permanent 
resident. 

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Lindita 
Idrizi Heath enters the United States before 
the filing deadline specified in subsection (c), 
Lindita Idrizi Heath shall be considered to 
have entered and remained lawfully and 
shall, if otherwise eligible, be eligible for ad-
justment of status under section 245 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act as of the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(c) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAY-
MENT OF FEES.—Subsections (a) and (b) shall 
apply only if the application for issuance of 
an immigrant visa or the application for ad-
justment of status is filed with appropriate 
fees within 2 years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM-
BERS.—Upon the granting of an immigrant 
visa or permanent residence to Lindita Idrizi 
Heath, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper officer to reduce by one, during 
the current or next following fiscal year, the 
total number of immigrant visas that are 
made available to natives of the country of 
birth of Lindita Idrizi Heath under section 
203(a) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act or, if applicable, the total number of im-
migrant visas that are made available to na-
tives of the country of birth of Lindita Idrizi 
Heath under section 202(e) of that Act. 
SEC. 2. ELIGIBILITY FOR CITIZENSHIP. 

For purposes of section 320 of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1431; relat-
ing to the automatic acquisition of citizen-
ship by certain children born outside the 
United States), Lindita Idrizi Heath shall be 
considered to have satisfied the require-
ments applicable to adopted children under 
section 101(b)(1) of that Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(b)(1)). 
SEC. 3. LIMITATION. 

No natural parent, brother, or sister, if 
any, of Lindita Idrizi Heath shall, by virtue 
of such relationship, be accorded any right, 
privilege, or status under the Immigration 
and Nationality Act. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and 
Mr. FEINGOLD): 

S. 1367. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide ap-
propriate reimbursement under the 
medicare program for ambulance trips 
originating in rural areas; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my friend and col-
league, Senator RUSS FEINGOLD, in in-
troducing legislation today to provide 
needed financial relief to rural ambu-
lance providers. 

Historically, Medicare payments for 
ambulance services provided by free-
standing ambulance providers have 
been based on a proportion of their rea-
sonable charges, while payments to 
hospital-based providers have been 
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based on their actual costs. The Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997, however, di-
rected the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to establish a fee 
schedule for the payment of ambulance 
services using a negotiated rulemaking 
process. This rulemaking Committee 
finalized its agreement in February of 
2000, and the then-Health Care Financ-
ing Administration, HCFA, issued a 
proposed rule last September. The new 
fee schedule was originally scheduled 
to start on January 1, 2001, but its im-
plementation has been delayed while 
HCFA, now the Centers for Medicare 
and Medicaid Services, continues to 
work on publishing a final rule. 

Payment under this new fee schedule 
will preclude hospital providers of am-
bulance services from recouping their 
actual costs. For the average, high-vol-
ume urban provider, this should not 
pose a significant problem. Ambulance 
services in rural areas, however, tend 
to have higher fixed costs and low vol-
ume, which means that they are unable 
to take advantage of any economies of 
scale. I am therefore extremely con-
cerned that the proposed rule fails to 
include a meaningful adjustment for 
low-volume ambulance providers. 

I recently heard about the impact 
that this change will have on one of 
Maine’s rural hospitals, Franklin Me-
morial Hospital in Farmington, ME. 
Logging, tourism, and recreational ac-
tivities are central to the economic vi-
ability of this region, and good emer-
gency transport is essential Franklin 
Memorial owns and operates five local 
ambulance services that cover more 
than 2,000 square miles of rural Maine. 
They serve some of the most remote 
areas of the State, and ambulances 
often have to travel more than 80 miles 
to reach the hospital. Moreover, these 
trips frequently involve backwoods and 
wilderness rescues which require high-
ly trained staff. Since there are only 
30,000 people in Franklin Memorial’s 
service area, however, volume is very 
low. 

Under the current Medicare reim-
bursement system, Franklin Memorial 
has just managed to break even on its 
ambulance services. Under the pro-
posed fee schedule, however, these serv-
ices stand to lose up to $500,000 a year, 
system-wide. While the small towns 
served by Franklin Memorial help to 
subsidize this service, there is no way 
that they can absorb this loss. The 
Medicare, Medicaid and S–CHIP Bene-
fits Improvement and Protection Act, 
BIPA, did increase the mileage adjust-
ment for rural ambulance providers 
driving between 17 and 50 miles by 
$1.25. While this is helpful, it will not 
begin to compensate low-volume ambu-
lance services like Franklin Memorial 
Hospital adequately. 

Congress has required the General 
Accounting Office to conduct a study 
of costs in low-volume areas, but any 
GAO-recommended adjustments in the 
ambulance fee schedule would not be 
effective until 2004. The Rural Ambu-
lance Relief Act that I am introducing 

today with Senator FEINGOLD will 
therefore establish a hold harmless 
provision allowing rural ambulance 
providers to elect to be paid on a rea-
sonable cost basis until the Centers for 
Medicare and Medicaid Services is able 
to identify and adjust payments under 
the new ambulance fee schedule for 
services provided in low-volume rural 
areas. 

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself and 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire): 

S. 1368. A bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to improve the or-
ganization and management of the De-
partment of Defense with respect to 
space programs and activities, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, today I 
rise to introduce, along with Senator 
BOB SMITH, a bill to improve the orga-
nization and management of the De-
partment of Defense with respect to 
space programs and activities. To my 
very good friend, I would like to extend 
my congratulations for being the driv-
ing force in establishing the ‘‘Commis-
sion to Assess United States National 
Security Space Management and Orga-
nization’’ or better known as the Space 
Commission which led to this legisla-
tion. 

The Commission looked at the role of 
organization and management in the 
development and implementation of 
national-level guidance and in estab-
lishing requirements, acquiring and op-
erating systems, and planning, pro-
gramming and budgeting for national 
security space capabilities. What the 
Commission found is that the United 
States dependence on space is creating 
vulnerabilities and demands on our 
space systems which requires space to 
be recognized as a top national secu-
rity priority. This priority must begin 
at the top with the President and must 
be embraced by the country’s leaders. 

Senator SMITH and I agree that space 
must be a top priority and that is why 
we are introducing this legislation. We 
want this to be a statement to every-
one, that space is a priority and must 
be treated as such. 

The Commission also concluded that 
these new vulnerabilities and demands 
are not adequately addressed by the 
current management structure at the 
Department. The Commission found 
that a number of space activities 
should be merged, chains of command 
adjusted, lines of communications 
opened and policies modified to achieve 
greater responsibility and account-
ability. 

I understand the Department is mak-
ing some of these changes today. How-
ever, we believe Congress should show 
its support to our military men and 
women involved in space that Congress 
wants them to succeed and that we will 
provide the tools for them to achieve 
that goal. 

This legislation will provide the Sec-
retary of Defense the tools he needs for 
more effective management and orga-

nization of space program and activi-
ties. Specifically the legislation: 

Provides permissive authority for the 
Secretary of Defense to establish an 
Under Secretary of Defense for Space, 
Intelligence and Information—This 
permissive authority will provide the 
Secretary of Defense flexibility. 

Designates the duties of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Space, Intel-
ligence and Information, provides for 
an additional Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (conditional on creation of the 
new Under Secretary of Defense posi-
tion). This provision follows the rec-
ommendations of the Commission. 

Requires the Secretary of Defense to 
issue a report 30 days prior to exercise 
of the authority to establish the new 
Under Secretary position on the pro-
posed organization; and requires a re-
port one year after enactment if the 
new position has not been created to 
describe how the intent of the Space 
Commission is being implemented. 

Establishes the Secretary of the Air 
Force as the Executive Agent for DOD 
space programs for DOD functions des-
ignated by the Secretary of Defense; 
and assigns to acquisition executive 
function to the Under Secretary of the 
Air Force. The Secretary of Defense 
has flexibility in assigning and defin-
ing functions of the Executive Agent; 

Assigns the Under Secretary of the 
Air Force as the director of the NRO; 
and directs the Under Secretary of the 
Air Force to coordinate the space ac-
tivities of DOD and the NRO; 

Directs the Under Secretary of the 
Air Force to establish a space career 
field and directs the Secretary of the 
Air Force to assign the Commander of 
Air Force Space Command to manage 
the space career field. Establishment of 
career field is an important commis-
sion recommendation and key indi-
cator concerning AF implementation. 

Requires that, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, space programs be 
jointly managed. I believe this will en-
courage the Army and Navy to develop 
space personnel. 

Creates a major force program for 
space which will provide visibility into 
space program funding. 

Requires a GAO assessment of the 
progress made by DOD in imple-
menting the recommendations of the 
Space Commission. 

Requires the commander of Air Force 
Space Command to be a four star gen-
eral; and prohibits the commander of 
Air Force Space Command from serv-
ing concurrently as CINCSPACE or and 
commander of the U.S. element of 
NORAD—Elevates space component 
commander to level of all other major 
Air Force component commanders 

Finally, it expresses the sense of Con-
gress that CINCSPACE should be the 
best qualified four-star officer from the 
Army, Navy, Marines, or Air Force— 
Rotation of CINCSPACE will encour-
age Army, Navy, and Marines to de-
velop space expertise 
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These measures provide the author-

ity which, if exercised by the Sec-
retary, can provide the focus and at-
tention that space programs and ac-
tivities deserve. This is imperative in a 
world where some technology’s life 
span can be less than 24 months. DOD 
must be able to respond to these chang-
ing environments. 

Mr. President, I want to thank my 
colleague for joining with me in this 
effort to provide the Department the 
tools it needs to make space a top na-
tional security priority. We look for-
ward to seeing this bill becoming law 
and welcome all Senators to join us on 
this important legislation. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I am pleased to send to the 
desk a bill that will make improve-
ments in our current national security 
space management and organization. 

I am delighted to stand here today 
and state that the Department of De-
fense is moving forward to implement 
the recommendations of the Commis-
sion to Assess United States National 
Security Space Management and Orga-
nization, more commonly known as the 
Space Commission. I pushed my col-
leagues to charter this group of 13 sen-
ior military-space experts in the Fiscal 
Year 1999 Defense Authorization Act to 
assess the management of military 
space matters today and make rec-
ommendations to strengthen the na-
tional security space organization in 
the future. 

It is a wonderful coincidence that the 
chairman of the bipartisan Space Com-
mission, the Honorable Donald Rums-
feld, was appointed by President Bush 
and confirmed by the Senate for the 
position of Secretary of Defense. As a 
result, Secretary Rumsfeld brings to 
his position a keen appreciation of the 
importance of space to the future na-
tional security of the United States. 

The Space Commission, the efforts of 
the Secretary of Defense, and this pro-
posed legislation will set this nation on 
a bold new course. More than fifty 
years ago, this nation took a similar 
bold step in establishing military air 
power with the creation of the U.S. Air 
Force. This decision, under the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947, was signed 
into law by President Truman and dra-
matically restructured our institu-
tional approach to military air power. 
This restructuring resulted from years 
of air-power management problems 
under the Army, insufficient reforms 
under the Army Air Corps established 
in 1926, and assessments of numerous 
committees like the recent Space Com-
mission. 

The military management and orga-
nizational reforms of fifty years ago 
were a great success, and today, quite 
a bit has changed for the better. As a 
result of the formation of a separate 
service focused on air power, we soon 
developed, and have had, right up to 
today, the best equipped and best 
trained Air Force in the world. The 
U.S. Air Force is capable of surpassing 
any enemy. 

However, we have come to see that 
there are structural limitations inher-
ent in the Air Force today with respect 
to space power just as there were in the 
Army fifty years ago with respect to 
air power. The Army has been struc-
tured to meet ground requirements. Its 
training, doctrine, leaders, and culture 
are all focused on fighting ground bat-
tles. For systemic reasons, the Army 
was not able to develop a strong, viable 
military air power. Therefore, the Air 
Force was created by the 1947 National 
Security Act which called for the cre-
ation of a separate organization de-
signed to deal specifically with air 
power. 

There are many parallels between the 
early struggle for air power that led to 
the creation of the Air Force and the 
issues we face today in seeking space 
power. The similarities between these 
two issues are truly astounding. 

Today, space is used only in support 
of air, land, and sea warfare in much 
the same manner that air power was at 
first seen as only a way to support 
ground forces. Space today is used to 
provide ‘‘information superiority’’ in 
support of other missions, but there is 
the potential for so much more. We, as 
a Nation, need to stop talking and 
dreaming of a dominant space presence 
and start doing. We must recognize the 
importance of space as a permanent 
frontier for the military, so that Amer-
ica may proceed into space with the 
same confidence, assurance, and au-
thority that marked our entrance into 
the skies. 

Currently, space programs are raided 
for funds ten times more often than 
other Air Force programs because 
space programs are either not aggres-
sively defended and/or not aggressively 
executed consistent with the intent of 
Congress. Other space opportunities 
like the military space plane, an air 
and space vehicle promising future 
power projection from the U.S. to any-
where in the world in 45 minutes or 
less, are extremely important to the 
cost-effective transformation of the 
military especially during this period 
of shrinking American military pres-
ence around the globe. Yet the space 
plane and most of the space programs 
continue to be underfunded. We need a 
better leader in space. 

The reason for this is simple: the top 
priority of the Air Force is and will re-
main air power, not space power. The 
top jobs do and will continue to elude 
space officers in an Air Force run by 
pilots unless we can create an organi-
zation whose job it would be to defend 
space programs, to make sure that 
funding for space opportunities goes 
where it is supposed to go, and does not 
get rerouted back to other non-space 
programs. 

Space is too important a frontier and 
too vital a resource to be allowed to re-
main untapped and unexplored, 
undefended and unmanned. America’s 
future security and prosperity depends 
on our constant vigilance. We cannot 
afford to ignore space because our en-

emies will not. While we are ahead of 
any potential rival in exploiting space, 
we are not unchallenged. Our future su-
periority is by no means assured. To 
ensure superiority, we must combine 
expansive thinking with a sustained 
and substantial commitment of re-
sources and vest them in a dedicated, 
politically powerful, independent advo-
cate for space. 

The way it is organized today, the 
Air Force is not building the material, 
cultural, or organizational foundations 
of a service dedicated to space power. 
Where are the space science and tech-
nology investments? Where is the fund-
ing for key space-power programs? 
Where are the personnel investments? 
What concrete steps are being taken to 
build a dedicated cadre of young space- 
warfare officers? 

Before closing, let me assure my col-
leagues of what this legislation is and 
what it is not. This legislation is about 
streamlined management, efficient op-
erations, and the elimination of redun-
dancy. It is about establishing an advo-
cate for space who can evaluate space 
opportunities and bring those proposals 
forward to the President and Congress 
for disposition. It is about maximizing 
the national-security capability for 
every tax dollar spent. I have seen 
press stories that twisted Secretary 
Rumsfeld’s support of the Space Com-
mission recommendations as an intent 
to weaponize space. Let me assure my 
colleagues that this bill does not 
weaponize space. This is about manage-
ment and organization. It is about good 
government. Enacting this legislation 
merely ensures that the concrete man-
agement reforms recommended by the 
Space Commission are implemented 
quickly. 

The Secretary of Defense, the Serv-
ices, and the Intelligence Community 
all support the unanimous bipartisan 
recommendations from the Space Com-
mission. I urge my Colleagues to sup-
port this bill which implements those 
recommendations. Space is critical to 
the future of this nation. It is impor-
tant for Congress to provide leadership 
so that these recommendations are im-
plemented quickly and not watered- 
down. While the Secretary does have 
broad management authority to run 
the Department of Defense, space is too 
important to be managed in-the-mar-
gin or through loopholes in statute. 
Just as Congress established the Army 
Air Corps in 1926 and the Air Force in 
1947, it is right that Congress legislate 
these space management reforms. 

Space dominance is too important to 
the success of future warfare to allow 
any bureaucracy, military department, 
or parochial concern to stand in the 
way. To protect America’s interests we 
need to move forward consistent with 
the spirit of the Space Commission. 
This legislation is a good first step. 

By Mr. WARNER: 

S. 1369. A bill to provide that Federal 
employees may retain for personal use 
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promotional items received as a result 
of travel taken in the course of em-
ployment; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation that will 
allow Federal employees to keep fre-
quent flyer miles they receive while on 
official government travel. This will 
level the playing field between Federal 
employees and their counterparts in 
the private sector where companies 
traditionally allow employees to retain 
frequent flyer miles and similar bene-
fits earned while on business travel. 

In 1994, a law was passed that re-
quires Federal employees to surrender 
their frequent flyer miles back to their 
agencies. The frequent flyer miles 
would then be used to defray the costs 
of future travel costs by agency per-
sonnel. 

A recent review conducted by the 
Government Accounting Office reports 
that these miles usually become lost, 
however, in an administrative shuffle. 
Airlines do not keep separate business 
and personal accounts for the same in-
dividual. While the law had good inten-
tions, it is impractical, if not impos-
sible, for an agency to apply the miles 
or travel benefits elsewhere. 

While travel may be inherent with 
certain jobs, business related travel 
often impedes on an individual’s per-
sonal time, time that person could be 
spending with family and at home. Al-
lowing Federal employees to keep their 
frequent flyer miles will also help to 
support the government’s ongoing ef-
forts to recruit and retain a skilled, 
qualified workforce. Furthermore, I be-
lieve it will boost morale in the federal 
workforce. 

I encourage my colleagues to cospon-
sor this legislation and show their sup-
port for the dedicated employees of the 
Federal workforce. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1369 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. RETENTION OF TRAVEL PRO-

MOTIONAL ITEMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5702 of title 5, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-

section (d); 
(2) in subsection (d) (as redesignated by 

paragraph (1)), by striking ‘‘This section 
does’’ and inserting ‘‘Subsections (a) and (b) 
do’’; and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(c) Promotional items (including frequent 
flyer miles, upgrades, and access to carrier 
clubs or facilities) an employee receives as a 
result of using travel or transportation serv-
ices procured by the United States or accept-
ed pursuant to section 1353 of title 31 may be 
retained by the employee for personal use if 
such promotional items are obtained under 
the same terms as those offered to the gen-
eral public and at no additional cost to the 
Government.’’. 

(b) REPEAL OF SUPERCEDED LAW.—Section 
6008 of the Federal Acquisition Streamlining 
Act of 1994 (5 U.S.C. 5702 note; Public Law 
103–355) is repealed. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made 
by this Act shall apply with respect to pro-
motional items received before, on, or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
NELSON of Florida, Mr. KYL, 
and Mr. DEWINE): 

S. 1371. A bill to combat money laun-
dering and protect the United States fi-
nancial system by strengthening safe-
guards in private banking and cor-
respondent banking, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing, along with my col-
leagues Senator GRASSLEY, Senator 
SARBANES, Senator BILL NELSON, Sen-
ator MIKE DEWINE, and Senator JON 
KYL, the Money Laundering Abatement 
Act, a bill to modernize and strengthen 
U.S. laws to detect, stop and prosecute 
money laundering through U.S. banks. 

The safety and soundness of our 
banking system, the stability of the 
U.S. dollar, the services our banks per-
form, and the returns our banks earn 
for depositors make the U.S. banking 
system an attractive location for 
money launderers. And money 
launderers who are able to use U.S. 
banks can take advantage of the pres-
tige of these banks to lend credibility 
to their operations, reassure victims, 
and send wire transfers that may at-
tract less scrutiny from law enforce-
ment. So whether it is to protect their 
funds or further their crimes, money 
launderers want access to U.S. banks, 
and they are devising one scheme after 
another to infiltrate the U.S. banking 
system. 

The funds they want to move through 
our banks are enormous. Estimates are 
that at least $1 trillion in criminal pro-
ceeds are laundered each year, with 
about half of that amount, $500 billion, 
going through U.S. banks. 

Stopping this flood of dirty money is 
a top priority for U.S. law enforcement 
which spent about $650 million in tax-
payer dollars last year on anti-money 
laundering efforts. That’s because 
money laundering damages U.S. inter-
ests in so many ways, rewarding crimi-
nals and financing crime, undermining 
the integrity of international financial 
systems, weakening emerging democ-
racies and distorting their economies, 
and impeding the international fight 
against corruption, drug trafficking 
and organized crime. 

The bill we are introducing today 
would provide new and improved tools 
to stop money laundering. Because it 
includes provisions that would outlaw 
the proceeds of foreign corruption, cut 
off the access of offshore shell banks to 
U.S. banks, and end foreign bank im-
munity to forfeiture of laundered 
funds, this bill would close some of the 
worst gaps and remedy some of the 
most glaring weaknesses in existing 

anti-money laundering laws. For exam-
ple, the bill would: 1. add foreign cor-
ruption offenses, such as bribery and 
theft of government funds, to the list 
of foreign crimes that can trigger a 
U.S. money laundering prosecution; 2. 
bar U.S. banks from providing banking 
services to foreign shell banks, which 
are banks that have no physical pres-
ence in any country and carry high 
money laundering risks; 3. require U.S. 
banks to conduct enhanced due dili-
gence reviews to guard against money 
laundering when opening (a) a private 
bank account with $1 million or more 
for a foreign person, or (b) a cor-
respondent account for an offshore 
bank or foreign bank in a country pos-
ing high money laundering risks; and 4. 
make a depositor’s funds in a foreign 
bank’s U.S. correspondent account sub-
ject to the same civil forfeiture rules 
that apply to depositors’ funds in other 
U.S. bank accounts. 

These provisions are the product of 
almost three years of work by my staff 
at the Senate Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations exam-
ining money laundering problems in 
the private and correspondent banking 
fields. Countless interviews with 
money laundering experts, bankers, 
regulators, law enforcement personnel, 
criminals and victims, and the careful 
review of literally tens of thousands of 
pages of documents led to the issuance 
of two staff reports in 1999 and 2001, and 
several days of Subcommittee hear-
ings, setting out the problems uncov-
ered and recommendations for 
strengthening U.S. enforcement ef-
forts. 

The first Subcommittee investiga-
tion examined private banking, a grow-
ing and lucrative banking sector which 
offers financial services to wealthy in-
dividuals, who usually must deposit $1 
million or more to open a private bank 
account. In return, the client is as-
signed a ‘‘private banker’’ who provides 
the client with sophisticated financial 
services, such as offshore accounts, 
shell corporations, and high dollar wire 
transfers, which raise money laun-
dering concerns. 

A key issue to emerge from this in-
vestigation is the role that private 
banks play in opening accounts and ac-
cepting hundreds of millions of dollars 
in deposits from senior foreign officials 
or their relatives, even amid allega-
tions or suspicions that the deposits 
may be the product of government cor-
ruption or other criminal conduct. The 
1999 staff report described four case his-
tories of senior government officials or 
their relatives depositing hundreds of 
millions of suspect dollars into private 
bank accounts at Citibank, the largest 
bank in the United States. These case 
histories showed how Citibank Private 
Bank had become the banker for a 
rogues’ gallery of senior government 
officials or their relatives. One infa-
mous example is Raul Salinas, the 
brother of the former President of Mex-
ico, who is imprisoned in Mexico for 
murder and is under indictment in 
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Switzerland for money laundering asso-
ciated with drug trafficking. He depos-
ited almost $100 million into his 
Citibank Private Bank accounts. An-
other example involves the three sons 
of General Sani Abacha, who was the 
former military leader of Nigeria and 
was notorious for misappropriating and 
extorting billions of dollars from his 
country. His sons deposited more than 
$110 million into Citibank Private 
Bank accounts. 

The investigation determined that 
Citibank’s private bankers asked few 
questions before opening the accounts 
and accepting the funds. It also found 
that, because foreign corruption of-
fenses are not currently on the list of 
crimes that can trigger a U.S. money 
laundering prosecution, corrupt foreign 
leaders may be targeting U.S. banks as 
a safe haven for their funds. 

Another striking aspect of the inves-
tigation was how a culture of secrecy 
pervaded most private banking trans-
actions. Citibank private bankers, for 
example, routinely helped clients set 
up offshore shell companies and open 
bank accounts in the name of these 
companies or under other fictional 
names such as ‘‘Bonaparte’’ or 
‘‘Gelsobella.’’ After opening these ac-
counts, secrecy remained such a pri-
ority that Citibank private bankers 
were often told by their superiors not 
to keep any record in the United States 
disclosing the true owner of the off-
shore accounts or corporations they 
manage. One private banker told of 
stashing with his secretary a ‘‘cheat 
sheet’’ that identified which client 
owned which shell company in order to 
hide it from Citibank managers who 
did not allow such ownership informa-
tion to be kept in the United States. 

On some occasions, Citibank Private 
Bank even hid ownership information 
from its own staff. For example, one 
Citibank private banker in London 
worked for years on a Salinas account 
without knowing Salinas was the bene-
ficial owner. Salinas was instead re-
ferred to by the name of his offshore 
corporation, Trocca, Ltd., or by a code, 
‘‘CC–2,’’ which stood for ‘‘Confidential 
Client Number 2.’’ Citibank even went 
so far as to allow Mr. Salinas to de-
posit millions of dollars into his pri-
vate bank accounts without putting his 
name on the wire transfers moving the 
funds, instead allowing his future wife, 
using an assumed name, to wire the 
funds through Citibank’s own adminis-
trative accounts. Later, when Mr. Sali-
nas’ wife was arrested, Citibank dis-
cussed transferring all of his funds to 
Switzerland to minimize disclosure, 
abandoning that suggestion only after 
noting that the wire transfer docu-
mentation would disclose the funds’ 
final destination. 

That’s how far one major U.S. pri-
vate bank went on client secrecy. 

The Subcommittee’s second money 
laundering investigation focused on 
U.S. correspondent accounts opened for 
high risk foreign banks. Correspondent 
banking occurs when one bank provides 

services to another bank to move funds 
or carry out other financial trans-
actions. It is an essential feature of 
international banking, allowing the 
rapid movement of funds across borders 
and enabling banks and their clients to 
conduct business worldwide, including 
in jurisdictions where the banks do not 
maintain offices. 

The problem uncovered by the Sub-
committee’s year-long investigation is 
that too many U.S. banks, through the 
correspondent accounts they provide to 
foreign banks that carry high risks of 
money laundering, have become con-
duits for illicit funds associated with 
drug trafficking, financial fraud, Inter-
net gambling and other crimes. The in-
vestigation identified three categories 
of foreign banks with high risks of 
money laundering: shell banks, off-
shore banks, and banks in jurisdictions 
with weak anti-money laundering con-
trols. Because many U.S. banks have 
routinely failed to screen and monitor 
these high risk foreign banks as cli-
ents, they have been exposed to poorly 
regulated, poorly managed, sometimes 
corrupt, foreign banks with weak or no 
anti-money laundering controls. The 
U.S. correspondent accounts have been 
used by these foreign banks, their own-
ers and criminal clients to gain direct 
access to the U.S. financial system, to 
benefit from the safety and soundness 
of the U.S. banking system, and to 
launder dirty money through U.S. bank 
accounts. 

In February of this year, my staff re-
leased a 450 page report detailing the 
money laundering problems uncovered 
in correspondent banking. The report 
indicated that virtually every U.S. 
bank examined, from Chase Manhat-
tan, to Bank of America, to First 
Union, to Citibank, had opened cor-
respondent accounts for offshore 
banks. Citibank also admitted opening 
correspondent accounts for offshore 
shell banks with no physical presence 
in any jurisdiction. 

The report presents ten detailed case 
histories showing how high risk foreign 
banks managed to move billions of dol-
lars through U.S. banks, including hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in illicit 
funds associated with drug trafficking, 
financial fraud or Internet gambling. 
In some cases, the foreign banks were 
engaged in criminal behavior; in oth-
ers, the foreign banks had such poor 
anti-money laundering controls that 
they did not know or appeared not to 
care whether their clients were en-
gaged in criminal behavior. Several of 
the foreign banks operated well outside 
the parameters of normal banking 
practices, without basic fiscal or ad-
ministrative controls, account opening 
procedures or anti-money laundering 
safeguards. All had limited resources 
and staff and relied heavily upon their 
U.S. correspondent accounts to con-
duct operations, provide client serv-
ices, and move funds. Most completed 
virtually all of their transactions 
through their correspondent accounts, 
making correspondent banking inte-

gral to their operations. The result was 
that their U.S. correspondent accounts 
served as a significant gateway into 
the U.S. financial system for criminals 
and money launderers. 

In March 2001, the Subcommittee 
held hearings on the problem of inter-
national correspondent banking and 
money laundering. One witness was a 
former owner of an offshore bank in 
the Cayman Islands, John Mathewson, 
who pleaded guilty in the United 
States to conspiracy to commit money 
laundering and tax evasion and has 
spent the past 5 years helping to pros-
ecute his former clients for tax evasion 
and other crimes. Mr. Mathewson testi-
fied that he had charged his bank cli-
ents about $5,000 to set up an offshore 
shell corporation and another $3,000 for 
an annual corporate management fee, 
before opening a bank account for 
them in the name of the shell corpora-
tion. He noted that no one would pay 
$8,000 for a bank account in the Cay-
man Islands when they could have the 
same account for free in the United 
States, unless they were willing to pay 
a premium for secrecy. He testified 
that 95 percent of his 2,000 clients were 
U.S. citizens, and he believed that 100 
percent of his bank clients were en-
gaged in tax evasion. He characterized 
his offshore bank as a ‘‘run-of-the- 
mill’’ operation. He also said that the 
Achilles’ heel of the offshore banking 
community is its dependence upon cor-
respondent banks to do business and 
that was how jurisdictions like the 
United States could take control of the 
situation and stop abuses, if we had the 
political will to do so. 

I think we do have that political will, 
and that’s why we are introducing this 
bill today. Let me describe some of its 
key provisions. 

The Money Laundering Abatement 
Act would add foreign corruption of-
fenses such as bribery and theft of gov-
ernment funds to the list of crimes 
that can trigger a U.S. money laun-
dering prosecution. This provision 
would make it clear that corrupt funds 
are not welcome here, and that corrupt 
leaders can expect criminal prosecu-
tions if they try to stash dirty money 
in our banks. After all, America can’t 
have it both ways. We can’t condemn 
corruption abroad, be it officials tak-
ing bribes or looting their treasuries, 
and then tolerate American banks prof-
iting off that corruption. 

Second, the bill would require U.S. 
banks and U.S. branches of foreign 
banks to exercise enhanced due dili-
gence before opening a private bank ac-
count of $1 million or more for a for-
eign person, and to take particular 
care before opening accounts for for-
eign government officials, their close 
relatives or associates to make sure 
the funds are not tainted by corrup-
tion. This due diligence provision tar-
gets the greatest money laundering 
risks that the Subcommittee investiga-
tion identified in the private banking 
field. While some U.S. banks are al-
ready performing enhanced due dili-
gence reviews, this provision would put 
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that requirement into law and bring 
U.S. law into alignment with most 
other countries engaged in the fight 
against money laundering. 

The Money Laundering Abatement 
Act would also put an end to some of 
the extreme secrecy practices at pri-
vate banks. For example, if a U.S. bank 
or a U.S. branch of a foreign bank 
opened or managed an account in the 
United States for a foreign 
accountholder, the bill would require 
the bank to keep a record in the United 
States identifying that foreign 
accountholder. After all, U.S. banks al-
ready keep records of accounts held by 
U.S. citizens, and there is no reason to 
allow U.S. banks to administer offshore 
accounts for foreign accountholders 
with less openness than other U.S. 
bank accounts. The bill would also put 
an end to the type of secret fund trans-
fers that went on in the Salinas matter 
by prohibiting bank clients from inde-
pendently directing funds to be depos-
ited into a bank’s ‘‘concentration ac-
count,’’ an administrative account 
which merges and processes funds from 
multiple accounts and transactions, 
and by requiring banks to link client 
names to all client funds passing 
through the bank’s concentration ac-
counts. 

Our bill would also take a number of 
steps to close the door on money laun-
dering through U.S. correspondent ac-
counts. First and most importantly, 
our bill would bar any U.S. bank or 
U.S. branch of a foreign bank from 
opening a U.S. correspondent account 
for a foreign offshore shell bank, which 
the Subcommittee investigation found 
to pose the highest money laundering 
risks of all foreign banks. Shell banks 
are banks that have no physical pres-
ence anywhere—no office where cus-
tomers can go to conduct banking 
transactions or where regulators can 
go to inspect records and observe bank 
operations. They also have no affili-
ation with any other bank and are not 
regulated through any affiliated bank. 

The Subcommittee investigation ex-
amined four shell banks in detail. All 
four were found to be operating far out-
side the parameters of normal banking 
practice, often without paid staff, basic 
fiscal and administrative controls, or 
anti-money laundering safeguards. All 
four also largely escaped regulatory 
oversight. All four used U.S. bank ac-
counts to transact business and move 
millions of dollars in suspect funds as-
sociated with drug trafficking, finan-
cial fraud, bribe money or other mis-
conduct. 

Let me describe one example from 
the Subcommittee’s investigation. 
M.A. Bank was an offshore bank that 
was licensed in the Cayman Islands, 
but had no physical office of its own in 
any country. In 10 years of operation, 
M.A. Bank never underwent an exam-
ination by any bank regulator. Its own-
ers have since admitted that the bank 
opened accounts in fictitious names, 
accepted deposits for unknown persons, 
allowed clients to authorize third par-

ties to make large withdrawals, and 
manufactured withdrawal slips or re-
ceipts on request. 

Nevertheless, M.A. Bank was able to 
open a U.S. correspondent account at 
Citibank in New York. M.A. Bank used 
that account to move hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars for clients in Argen-
tina, including $7.7 million in illegal 
drug money. After the Subcommittee 
staff began investigating the account, 
Citibank closed it. After the staff re-
port came out, the Cayman Islands de-
cided to close the bank, but since the 
bank had no office, Cayman regulators 
at first didn’t know where to go. They 
eventually sent teams to Uruguay and 
Argentina to locate bank documents 
and take control of bank operations. 
The Cayman Islands finally closed the 
bank a few months ago. 

The four shell banks investigated by 
the Subcommittee are only the tip of 
the iceberg. There are hundreds in ex-
istence, operating through cor-
respondent accounts in the United 
States and around the world. 

By nature, shell banks operate in ex-
treme secrecy and are resistant to reg-
ulatory oversight. No one really knows 
what they are up to other than their 
owners. Some jurisdictions known for 
offshore businesses, such as Jersey and 
Guernsey, refuse to license shell banks. 
Others, such as the Cayman Islands and 
the Bahamas, stopped issuing shell 
bank licenses several years ago. In ad-
dition, both the Cayman Islands and 
Bahamas announced that by the end of 
this year, 2001, all of their existing 
shell banks, which together number 
about 120, must establish a physical of-
fice within their respective jurisdic-
tions, or lose their license. But other 
offshore jurisdictions, such as Nauru, 
Vanuatu and Montenegro, are con-
tinuing to license shell banks. Nauru 
alone has licensed about 400. 

Here at home, many U.S. banks, such 
as Bank of America and Chase Manhat-
tan, will not open correspondent bank 
accounts for offshore shell banks as a 
matter of policy. But other banks, such 
as Citibank, continue to do business 
with offshore shell banks and continue 
to expose the U.S. banking system to 
the money laundering risks they bring. 
Our bill would close the door to these 
money laundering risks. Foreign shell 
banks occupy the bottom rung of the 
banking world, and they don’t deserve 
a place in the U.S. banking system. It 
is time to shut the door to these rogue 
operators. 

In addition to barring offshore shell 
banks, the bill would require U.S. 
banks to exercise enhanced due dili-
gence before opening a correspondent 
account for an offshore bank or a bank 
licensed by a jurisdiction known for 
poor anti-money laundering controls. 
These foreign banks also expose U.S. 
banks to high money laundering risks. 
Requiring U.S. banks to exercise en-
hanced due diligence prior to opening 
an account for one of these banks 
would not only help protect the U.S. 
banking system from the money laun-

dering risks posed by these foreign 
banks, but would also help bring U.S. 
law into parity with the anti-money 
laundering laws of other countries. 

Another provision in the bill would 
address a key weakness in existing U.S. 
forfeiture law as applied to cor-
respondent banking, by making a de-
positor’s funds in a foreign bank’s U.S. 
correspondent account subject to the 
same civil forfeiture rules that apply 
to depositors’ funds in all other U.S. 
bank accounts. Right now, due to a 
quirk in the law, U.S. law enforcement 
faces a significant and unusual legal 
barrier to seizing funds from a cor-
respondent account. Unlike a regular 
U.S. bank account, it is not enough for 
U.S. law enforcement to show that 
criminal proceeds were deposited into 
the correspondent account; the govern-
ment must also show that the foreign 
bank holding the deposits was some-
how part of the wrongdoing. 

That’s not only a tough job, that can 
be an impossible job. In many cases, 
the foreign bank will not have been 
part of the wrongdoing, but that’s a 
strange reason for letting the foreign 
depositor who was engaged in the 
wrongdoing escape forfeiture. And in 
those cases where the foreign bank 
may have been involved, no prosecutor 
will be able to allege it in a complaint 
without first getting the resources 
needed to chase the foreign bank 
abroad. 

Take the example of a financial fraud 
committed by a Nigerian national 
against a U.S. victim, a fraud pattern 
which the U.S. State Department has 
identified as affecting many U.S. citi-
zens and businesses and which con-
sumes U.S. law enforcement resources 
across the country. If the Nigerian 
fraudster deposits the fraud victim’s 
funds in a personal account at a U.S. 
bank, U.S. law enforcement can freeze 
the funds and litigate the case in court. 
But if the fraudster instead deposits 
the victim’s funds in a U.S. cor-
respondent account belonging to a Ni-
gerian bank at which the Nigerian 
fraudster does business, U.S. law en-
forcement cannot freeze the funds un-
less it is prepared to show that the Ni-
gerian bank was involved in the fraud. 
And what prosecutor has the resources 
to travel to Nigeria to investigate a Ni-
gerian bank? Even when the victim is 
sitting in the prosecutor’s office, and 
his funds are still in the United States 
in a U.S. bank, the prosecutor’s hands 
are tied unless he or she is willing to 
take on the Nigerian bank as well as 
the Nigerian fraudster. That is one rea-
son so many Nigerian fraud cases are 
no longer being prosecuted in this 
country, because Nigerian criminals 
are taking advantage of that quirk in 
U.S. forfeiture law to prevent law en-
forcement from seizing a victim’s 
money before it is transferred out of 
the country. 

Our bill would eliminate that quirk 
by placing civil forfeitures of funds in 
correspondent accounts on the same 
footing as forfeitures of funds in all 
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other U.S. accounts. There is just no 
reason foreign banks should be shielded 
from forfeitures when U.S. banks would 
not be. 

The Levin-Grassley bill has a number 
of other provisions that would help 
U.S. law enforcement in the battle 
against money laundering. They in-
clude giving U.S. courts ‘‘long-arm’’ ju-
risdiction over foreign banks with U.S. 
correspondent accounts; expanding the 
definition of money laundering to in-
clude laundering funds through a for-
eign bank; authorizing U.S. prosecu-
tors to use a Federal receiver to find a 
criminal defendant’s assets, wherever 
located; and requiring foreign banks to 
designate a U.S. resident for service of 
subpoenas. 

These are realistic, practical provi-
sions that could make a real difference 
in the fight against money laundering. 
One state Attorney General who has re-
viewed the bill has written that ‘‘there 
is a serious need for modernizing and 
refining the federal money laundering 
statutes to thwart the efforts of the 
criminal element and close the loop-
holes they use to their advantage.’’ He 
expresses ‘‘strong support’’ for the bill, 
explaining that it ‘‘will greatly aid law 
enforcement’’ and ‘‘provide new tools 
that will assist law enforcement in 
keeping pace with the modern money 
laundering schemes.’’ Another state 
Attorney General has written that the 
bill ‘‘would provide much needed relief 
from some of the most pressing prob-
lems in money laundering enforcement 
in the international arena.’’ She pre-
dicts that the bill’s ‘‘effects on money 
laundering affecting victims of crime 
and illegal drug trafficking would be 
dramatic.’’ She also writes that the 
‘‘burdens it places on the financial in-
stitutions are well considered, closely 
tailored to the problems, and reason-
able in light of the public benefits in-
volved.’’ 

This country passed its first major 
anti-money laundering law in 1970, 
when Congress made clear its desire to 
not allow U.S. banks to function as 
conduits for dirty money. Since then, 
the world has experienced an enormous 
growth in the accumulation of wealth 
by individuals around the world, and in 
the activities of private banks serv-
icing these clients. At the same time 
there has been a rapid increase in off-
shore activities, with the number of 
offshore jurisdictions doubling from 
about 30 to about 60, and the number of 
offshore banks skyrocketing to an esti-
mated worldwide total of 4,000, includ-
ing more than 500 shell banks. 

At the same time, the Subcommittee 
investigations have shown that private 
and correspondent accounts have be-
come gateways for criminals to carry 
on money laundering and other crimi-
nal activity in the United States and 
to benefit from the safety and sound-
ness of the U.S. banking industry. U.S. 
law enforcement needs stronger tools 
to detect, stop and prosecute money 
launderers attempting to use these 
gateways into the U.S. banking sys-

tem. Enacting this legislation would 
help provide the tools needed to close 
those money laundering gateways and 
curb the dirty funds seeking entry into 
the U.S. banking industry. 

I ask unanimous consent that letters 
in support for the bill from the two 
State Attorneys General of the States 
of Massachusetts and Arizona, as well 
as a short summary of the bill, and the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1371 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Money 
Laundering Abatement Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) money laundering, the process by which 

proceeds from criminal activity are dis-
guised as legitimate money, is contrary to 
the national interest of the United States, 
because it finances crime, undermines the 
integrity of international financial systems, 
impedes the international fight against cor-
ruption and drug trafficking, distorts econo-
mies, and weakens emerging democracies 
and international stability; 

(2) United States banks are frequently used 
to launder dirty money, and private banking, 
which provides services to individuals with 
large deposits, and correspondent banking, 
which occurs when 1 bank provides financial 
services to another bank, are specific bank-
ing sectors which are particularly vulnerable 
to money laundering; 

(3) private banking is particularly vulner-
able to money laundering by corrupt foreign 
government officials because the services 
provided (offshore accounts, secrecy, and 
large international wire transfers) are also 
key tools used to launder money; 

(4) correspondent banking is vulnerable to 
money laundering because United States 
banks— 

(A) often fail to screen and monitor the 
transactions of their high-risk foreign bank 
clients; and 

(B) enable the owners and clients of the 
foreign bank to get indirect access to the 
United States banking system when they 
would be unlikely to get access directly; 

(5) the high-risk foreign bank that cur-
rently poses the greatest money laundering 
risks in the United States correspondent 
banking field is a shell bank, which has no 
physical presence in any country, is not af-
filiated with any other bank, and is able to 
evade day-to-day bank regulation; and 

(6) United States anti-money laundering 
efforts are currently impeded by outmoded 
and inadequate statutory provisions that 
make United States investigations, prosecu-
tions and forfeitures more difficult when 
money laundering involves foreign persons, 
foreign banks, or foreign countries. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
modernize and strengthen existing Federal 
laws to combat money laundering, particu-
larly in the private banking and cor-
respondent banking fields when money laun-
dering offenses involve foreign persons, for-
eign banks, or foreign countries. 
SEC. 3. INCLUSION OF FOREIGN CORRUPTION 

OFFENSES AS MONEY LAUNDERING 
CRIMES. 

Section 1956(c)(7)(B) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘or destruc-
tion of property by means of explosive or 

fire’’ and inserting ‘‘destruction of property 
by means of explosive or fire, or a crime of 
violence (as defined in section 16)’’; 

(2) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘1978’’ and in-
serting ‘‘1978)’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iv) fraud, or any scheme or attempt to 

defraud, against that foreign nation or an 
entity of that foreign nation; 

‘‘(v) bribery of a public official, or the mis-
appropriation, theft, or embezzlement of 
public funds by or for the benefit of a public 
official; 

‘‘(vi) smuggling or export control viola-
tions involving— 

‘‘(I) an item controlled on the United 
States Munitions List established under sec-
tion 38 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 
U.S.C. 2778); or 

‘‘(II) technologies with military applica-
tions controlled on any control list estab-
lished under the Export Administration Act 
of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2401 et seq.) or any 
successor statute; 

‘‘(vii) an offense with respect to which the 
United States would be obligated by a multi-
lateral treaty, either to extradite the alleged 
offender or to submit the case for prosecu-
tion, if the offender were found within the 
territory of the United States; or 

‘‘(viii) the misuse of funds of, or provided 
by, the International Monetary Fund in con-
travention of the Articles of Agreement of 
the Fund or the misuse of funds of, or pro-
vided by, any other international financial 
institution (as defined in section 1701(c)(2) of 
the International Financial Institutions Act 
(22 U.S.C. 262r(c)(2)) in contravention of any 
treaty or other international agreement to 
which the United States is a party, including 
any articles of agreement of the members of 
the international financial institution;’’. 
SEC. 4. ANTI-MONEY LAUNDERING MEASURES 

FOR UNITED STATES BANK AC-
COUNTS INVOLVING FOREIGN PER-
SONS. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO UNITED 
STATES BANK ACCOUNTS INVOLVING FOREIGN 
PERSONS.—Subchapter II of chapter 53 of 
title 31, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after section 5318 the following: 
‘‘§ 5318A. Requirements relating to United 

States bank accounts involving foreign per-
sons 
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In this section, the fol-

lowing definitions shall apply: 
‘‘(A) ACCOUNT.—The term ‘account’— 
‘‘(i) means a formal banking or business re-

lationship established to provide regular 
services, dealings, or financial transactions; 
and 

‘‘(ii) includes a demand deposit, savings de-
posit, or other transaction or asset account, 
and a credit account or other extension of 
credit. 

‘‘(B) BRANCH OR AGENCY OF A FOREIGN 
BANK.—The term ‘branch or agency of a for-
eign bank’ has the meanings given those 
terms in section 1 of the International Bank-
ing Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3101). 

‘‘(C) CORRESPONDENT ACCOUNT.—The term 
‘correspondent account’ means an account 
established for a depository institution, 
credit union, or foreign bank. 

‘‘(D) CORRESPONDENT BANK.—The term ‘cor-
respondent bank’ means a depository institu-
tion, credit union, or foreign bank that es-
tablishes a correspondent account for and 
provides banking services to a depository in-
stitution, credit union, or foreign bank. 

‘‘(E) COVERED FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—The 
term ‘covered financial institution’ means— 

‘‘(i) a depository institution; 
‘‘(ii) a credit union; and 
‘‘(iii) a branch or agency of a foreign bank. 
‘‘(F) CREDIT UNION.—The term ‘credit 

union’ means any insured credit union, as 
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defined in section 101 of the Federal Credit 
Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1752), or any credit 
union that is eligible to make application to 
become an insured credit union pursuant to 
section 201 of the Federal Credit Union Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1781). 

‘‘(G) DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION.—The term 
‘depository institution’ has the same mean-
ing as in section 3 of the Federal Deposit In-
surance Act (12 U.S.C. 1813). 

‘‘(H) FOREIGN BANK.—The term ‘foreign 
bank’ has the same meaning as in section 1 
of the International Banking Act of 1978 (12 
U.S.C. 3101). 

‘‘(I) FOREIGN COUNTRY.—The term ‘foreign 
country’ has the same meaning as in section 
1 of the International Banking Act of 1978 (12 
U.S.C. 3101). 

‘‘(J) FOREIGN PERSON.—The term ‘foreign 
person’ means any foreign organization or 
any individual resident in a foreign country 
or any organization or individual owned or 
controlled by such an organization or indi-
vidual. 

‘‘(K) OFFSHORE BANKING LICENSE.—The 
term ‘offshore banking license’ means a li-
cense to conduct banking activities which, 
as a condition of the license, prohibits the li-
censed entity from conducting banking ac-
tivities with the citizens of, or with the local 
currency of, the foreign country which 
issued the license. 

‘‘(L) PRIVATE BANK ACCOUNT.—The term 
‘private bank account’ means an account (or 
combination of accounts) that— 

‘‘(i) requires a minimum aggregate deposit 
of funds or assets in an amount equal to not 
less than $1,000,000; 

‘‘(ii) is established on behalf of 1 or more 
individuals who have a direct or beneficial 
ownership interest in the account; and 

‘‘(iii) is assigned to, administered, or man-
aged in whole or in part by an employee of a 
financial institution acting as a liaison be-
tween the institution and the direct or bene-
ficial owner of the account. 

‘‘(2) OTHER TERMS.—After consultation 
with the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, the Secretary may, by regu-
lation, order, or otherwise as permitted by 
law, define any term that is used in this sec-
tion and that is not otherwise defined in this 
section or section 5312, as the Secretary 
deems appropriate. 

‘‘(b) UNITED STATES BANK ACCOUNTS WITH 
UNIDENTIFIED FOREIGN OWNERS.— 

‘‘(1) RECORDS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A covered financial in-

stitution shall not establish, maintain, ad-
minister, or manage an account in the 
United States for a foreign person or a rep-
resentative of a foreign person, unless the 
covered financial institution maintains in 
the United States, for each such account, a 
record identifying, by a verifiable name and 
account number, each individual or entity 
having a direct or beneficial ownership inter-
est in the account. 

‘‘(B) PUBLICLY TRADED CORPORATIONS.—A 
record required under subparagraph (A) that 
identifies an entity, the shares of which are 
publicly traded on a stock exchange regu-
lated by an organization or agency that is a 
member of and endorses the principles of the 
International Organization of Securities 
Commissions (in this section referred to as 
‘publicly traded’), is not required to identify 
individual shareholders of the entity. 

‘‘(C) FOREIGN BANKS.—In the case of a cor-
respondent account that is established for a 
foreign bank, the shares of which are not 
publicly traded, the record required under 
subparagraph (A) shall identify each of the 
owners of the foreign bank, and the nature 
and extent of the ownership interest of each 
such owner. 

‘‘(2) COMPLEX OWNERSHIP INTERESTS.—The 
Secretary may, by regulation, order, or oth-

erwise as permitted by law, further delineate 
the information to be maintained in the 
United States under paragraph (1)(A), includ-
ing information for accounts with multiple, 
complex, or changing ownership interests. 

‘‘(c) PROHIBITION ON UNITED STATES COR-
RESPONDENT ACCOUNTS WITH FOREIGN SHELL 
BANKS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A covered financial in-
stitution shall not establish, maintain, ad-
minister, or manage a correspondent account 
in the United States for, or on behalf of, a 
foreign bank that does not have a physical 
presence in any country. 

‘‘(2) PREVENTION OF INDIRECT SERVICE TO 
FOREIGN SHELL BANKS.—A covered financial 
institution shall take reasonable steps to en-
sure that any correspondent account estab-
lished, maintained, administered, or man-
aged by that covered financial institution in 
the United States for a foreign bank is not 
being used by that foreign bank to indirectly 
provide banking services to another foreign 
bank that does not have a physical presence 
in any country. 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—Paragraphs (1) and (2) do 
not prohibit a covered financial institution 
from providing a correspondent account to a 
foreign bank, if the foreign bank— 

‘‘(A) is an affiliate of a depository institu-
tion, credit union, or other foreign bank that 
maintains a physical presence in the United 
States or a foreign country, as applicable; 
and 

‘‘(B) is subject to supervision by a banking 
authority in the country regulating the af-
filiated depository institution, credit union, 
or foreign bank, described in subparagraph 
(A), as applicable. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section— 

‘‘(A) the term ‘affiliate’ means a foreign 
bank that is controlled by or is under com-
mon control with a depository institution, 
credit union, or foreign bank; and 

‘‘(B) the term ‘physical presence’ means a 
place of business that— 

‘‘(i) is maintained by a foreign bank; 
‘‘(ii) is located at a fixed address (other 

than solely an electronic address) in a coun-
try in which the foreign bank is authorized 
to conduct banking activities, at which loca-
tion the foreign bank— 

‘‘(I) employs 1 or more individuals on a 
full-time basis; and 

‘‘(II) maintains operating records related 
to its banking activities; and 

‘‘(iii) is subject to inspection by the bank-
ing authority which licensed the foreign 
bank to conduct banking activities. 

‘‘(d) DUE DILIGENCE FOR UNITED STATES 
PRIVATE BANK AND CORRESPONDENT BANK AC-
COUNTS INVOLVING FOREIGN PERSONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each covered financial 
institution that establishes, maintains, ad-
ministers, or manages a private bank ac-
count or a correspondent account in the 
United States for a foreign person or a rep-
resentative of a foreign person shall estab-
lish enhanced due diligence policies, proce-
dures, and controls to prevent, detect, and 
report possible instances of money laun-
dering through those accounts. 

‘‘(2) MINIMUM STANDARDS.—The enhanced 
due diligence policies, procedures, and con-
trols required under paragraph (1) of this 
subsection, shall, at a minimum, ensure that 
the covered financial institution— 

‘‘(A) ascertains the identity of each indi-
vidual or entity having a direct or beneficial 
ownership interest in the account, and ob-
tains sufficient information about the back-
ground of the individual or entity and the 
source of funds deposited into the account as 
is needed to guard against money laun-
dering; 

‘‘(B) monitors such accounts on an ongoing 
basis to prevent, detect, and report possible 
instances of money laundering; 

‘‘(C) conducts enhanced scrutiny of any 
private bank account requested or main-
tained by, or on behalf of, a senior foreign 
political figure, or any immediate family 
member or close associate of a senior foreign 
political figure, to prevent, detect, and re-
port transactions that may involve the pro-
ceeds of foreign corruption; 

‘‘(D) conducts enhanced scrutiny of any 
correspondent account requested or main-
tained by, or on behalf of, a foreign bank op-
erating— 

‘‘(i) under an offshore banking license; or 
‘‘(ii) under a banking license issued by a 

foreign country that has been designated— 
‘‘(I) as noncooperative with international 

anti-money laundering principles or proce-
dures by an intergovernmental group or or-
ganization of which the United States is a 
member; or 

‘‘(II) by the Secretary as warranting spe-
cial measures due to money laundering con-
cerns; and 

‘‘(E) ascertains, as part of the enhanced 
scrutiny under subparagraph (D), whether 
the foreign bank provides correspondent ac-
counts to other foreign banks and, if so, the 
identity of those foreign banks and related 
due diligence information, as appropriate, 
under paragraph (1).’’. 

(b) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—After con-
sultation with the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, the Secretary of 
the Treasury may, by regulation, order, or 
otherwise as permitted by law, take meas-
ures that the Secretary deems appropriate to 
carry out section 5318A of title 31, United 
States Code (as added by this section). 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
5312(a) of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (6); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(5) ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of the 
Treasury, except as otherwise provided in 
this subchapter.’’. 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subchapter II of chapter 53 of 
title 31, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after the item related to section 
5318 the following: 
‘‘5318A. Requirements relating to United 

States bank accounts involving 
foreign persons.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 5318A of title 
31, United States Code, as added by this sec-
tion, shall take effect beginning 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act with 
respect to accounts covered by that section 
that are opened before, on, or after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 5. LONG-ARM JURISDICTION OVER FOREIGN 

MONEY LAUNDERERS. 
Section 1956(b) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by— 
(1) redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as 

subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 
(2) inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(b)’’; 
(3) inserting ‘‘, or section 1957’’ after ‘‘or 

(a)(3)’’; and 
(4) adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) For purposes of adjudicating an action 

filed or enforcing a penalty ordered under 
this section, the district courts shall have 
jurisdiction over any foreign person, includ-
ing any financial institution authorized 
under the laws of a foreign country, against 
whom the action is brought, if service of 
process upon the foreign person is made 
under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 
or the laws of the country in which the for-
eign person is found, and— 
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‘‘(A) the foreign person commits an offense 

under subsection (a) involving a financial 
transaction that occurs in whole or in part 
in the United States; 

‘‘(B) the foreign person converts, to his or 
her own use, property in which the United 
States has an ownership interest by virtue of 
the entry of an order of forfeiture by a court 
of the United States; or 

‘‘(C) the foreign person is a financial insti-
tution that maintains a bank account at a fi-
nancial institution in the United States. 

‘‘(3) A court, described in paragraph (2), 
may issue a pretrial restraining order or 
take any other action necessary to ensure 
that any bank account or other property 
held by the defendant in the United States is 
available to satisfy a judgment under this 
section. 

‘‘(4) A court, described in paragraph (2), 
may appoint a Federal Receiver, in accord-
ance with paragraph (5), to collect, marshal, 
and take custody, control, and possession of 
all assets of the defendant, wherever located, 
to satisfy a judgment under this section or 
section 981, 982, or 1957, including an order of 
restitution to any victim of a specified un-
lawful activity. 

‘‘(5) A Federal Receiver, described in para-
graph (4)— 

‘‘(A) may be appointed upon application of 
a Federal prosecutor or a Federal or State 
regulator, by the court having jurisdiction 
over the defendant in the case; 

‘‘(B) shall be an officer of the court, and 
the powers of the Federal Receiver shall in-
clude the powers set out in section 754 of 
title 28, United States Code; and 

‘‘(C) shall have standing equivalent to that 
of a Federal prosecutor for the purpose of 
submitting requests to obtain information 
regarding the assets of the defendant— 

‘‘(i) from the Financial Crimes Enforce-
ment Network of the Department of the 
Treasury; or 

‘‘(ii) from a foreign country pursuant to a 
mutual legal assistance treaty, multilateral 
agreement, or other arrangement for inter-
national law enforcement assistance, pro-
vided that such requests are in accordance 
with the policies and procedures of the At-
torney General.’’. 
SEC. 6. LAUNDERING MONEY THROUGH A FOR-

EIGN BANK. 
Section 1956(c) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by striking paragraph (6) 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(6) the term ‘financial institution’ in-
cludes— 

‘‘(A) any financial institution, as defined 
in section 5312(a)(2) of title 31, United States 
Code, or the regulations promulgated there-
under; and 

‘‘(B) any foreign bank, as defined in section 
1 of the International Banking Act of 1978 (12 
U.S.C. 3101).’’. 
SEC. 7. PROHIBITION ON FALSE STATEMENTS TO 

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS CON-
CERNING THE IDENTITY OF A CUS-
TOMER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 47 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1007 the following: 
‘‘§ 1008. False statements concerning the iden-

tity of customers of financial institutions 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Whoever knowingly in 

any manner— 
‘‘(1) falsifies, conceals, or covers up, or at-

tempts to falsify, conceal, or cover up, the 
identity of any person in connection with 
any transaction with a financial institution; 

‘‘(2) makes, or attempts to make, any ma-
terially false, fraudulent, or fictitious state-
ment or representation of the identity of any 
person in connection with a transaction with 
a financial institution; 

‘‘(3) makes or uses, or attempts to make or 
use, any false writing or document knowing 

the same to contain any materially false, 
fictitious, or fraudulent statement or entry 
concerning the identity of any person in con-
nection with a transaction with a financial 
institution; or 

‘‘(4) uses or presents, or attempts to use or 
present, in connection with a transaction 
with a financial institution, an identifica-
tion document or means of identification the 
possession of which is a violation of section 
1028; 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 5 years, or both. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol-
lowing definitions shall apply: 

‘‘(1) FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—The term ‘fi-
nancial institution’— 

‘‘(A) has the same meaning as in section 20; 
and 

‘‘(B) in addition, has the same meaning as 
in section 5312(a)(2) of title 31, United States 
Code. 

‘‘(2) IDENTIFICATION DOCUMENT.—The term 
‘identification document’ has the same 
meaning as in section 1028(d). 

‘‘(3) MEANS OF IDENTIFICATION.—The term 
‘means of identification’ has the same mean-
ing as in section 1028(d).’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.— 

(1) TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE.—Section 
1956(c)(7)(D) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘1014 (relating to fraud-
ulent loan’’ and inserting ‘‘section 1008 (re-
lating to false statements concerning the 
identity of customers of financial institu-
tions), section 1014 (relating to fraudulent 
loan’’. 

(2) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec-
tions for chapter 47 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 1007 the following: 
‘‘1008. False statements concerning the iden-

tity of customers of financial 
institutions.’’. 

SEC. 8. CONCENTRATION ACCOUNTS AT FINAN-
CIAL INSTITUTIONS. 

Section 5318(h) of title 31, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(3) CONCENTRATION ACCOUNTS.—The Sec-
retary shall issue regulations under this sub-
section that govern maintenance of con-
centration accounts by financial institu-
tions, in order to ensure that such accounts 
are not used to prevent association of the 
identity of an individual customer with the 
movement of funds of which the customer is 
the direct or beneficial owner, which regula-
tions shall, at a minimum— 

‘‘(A) prohibit financial institutions from 
allowing clients to direct transactions that 
move their funds into, out of, or through the 
concentration accounts of the financial in-
stitution; 

‘‘(B) prohibit financial institutions and 
their employees from informing customers of 
the existence of, or the means of identifying, 
the concentration accounts of the institu-
tion; and 

‘‘(C) require each financial institution to 
establish written procedures governing the 
documentation of all transactions involving 
a concentration account, which procedures 
shall ensure that, any time a transaction in-
volving a concentration account commingles 
funds belonging to 1 or more customers, the 
identity of, and specific amount belonging 
to, each customer is documented.’’. 
SEC. 9. CHARGING MONEY LAUNDERING AS A 

COURSE OF CONDUCT. 
Section 1956(h) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by — 
(1) inserting ‘‘(1)’’ before ‘‘Any person’’; 

and 
(2) adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) Any person who commits multiple vio-

lations of this section or section 1957 that 

are part of the same scheme or continuing 
course of conduct may be charged, at the 
election of the Government, in a single count 
in an indictment or information.’’. 
SEC. 10. FUNGIBLE PROPERTY IN BANK AC-

COUNTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 984 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by striking 
subsection (b) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(b) The provisions of this section may be 
invoked only if the action for forfeiture was 
commenced by the seizure or restraint of the 
property, or by the filing of a complaint, 
within 2 years of the offense that is the basis 
for the forfeiture.’’. 

(b) APPLICATION.—The amendment made by 
this section shall apply to any offense com-
mitted on or after the date which is 2 years 
before the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 11. FORFEITURE OF FUNDS IN UNITED 

STATES INTERBANK ACCOUNTS. 
(a) FORFEITURE FROM UNITED STATES 

INTERBANK ACCOUNT.—Section 981 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(k) INTERBANK ACCOUNTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of a for-

feiture under this section or under the Con-
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 801 et seq.), 
if funds are deposited into an account at a 
foreign bank, and that foreign bank has an 
interbank account in the United States with 
a covered financial institution (as defined in 
section 5318A of title 31), the funds shall be 
deemed to have been deposited into the 
interbank account in the United States, and 
any restraining order, seizure warrant, or ar-
rest warrant in rem regarding the funds may 
be served on the covered financial institu-
tion, and funds in the interbank account, up 
to the value of the funds deposited into the 
account at the foreign bank, may be re-
strained, seized, or arrested. 

‘‘(2) NO REQUIREMENT FOR GOVERNMENT TO 
TRACE FUNDS.—If a forfeiture action is 
brought against funds that are restrained, 
seized, or arrested under paragraph (1), it 
shall not be necessary for the Government to 
establish that the funds are directly trace-
able to the funds that were deposited into 
the foreign bank, nor shall it be necessary 
for the Government to rely on the applica-
tion of section 984. 

‘‘(3) CLAIMS BROUGHT BY OWNER OF THE 
FUNDS.—If a forfeiture action is instituted 
against funds restrained, seized, or arrested 
under paragraph (1), the owner of the funds 
deposited into the account at the foreign 
bank may contest the forfeiture by filing a 
claim under section 983. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the following definitions shall apply: 

‘‘(A) INTERBANK ACCOUNT.—The term ‘inter-
bank account’ has the same meaning as in 
section 984(c)(2)(B). 

‘‘(B) OWNER.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

clause (ii), the term ‘owner’— 
‘‘(I) has the same meaning as in section 

983(d)(6); and 
‘‘(II) does not include any foreign bank or 

other financial institution acting as an 
intermediary in the transfer of funds into 
the interbank account and having no owner-
ship interest in the funds sought to be for-
feited. 

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION.—The foreign bank may be 
considered the ‘owner’ of the funds (and no 
other person shall qualify as the owner of 
such funds) only if— 

‘‘(I) the basis for the forfeiture action is 
wrongdoing committed by the foreign bank; 
or 

‘‘(II) the foreign bank establishes, by a pre-
ponderance of the evidence, that prior to the 
restraint, seizure, or arrest of the funds, the 
foreign bank had discharged all or part of its 
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obligation to the prior owner of the funds, in 
which case the foreign bank shall be deemed 
the owner of the funds to the extent of such 
discharged obligation.’’. 

(b) BANK RECORDS.—Section 5318 of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(i) BANK RECORDS RELATED TO ANTI- 
MONEY LAUNDERING PROGRAMS.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the following definitions shall apply: 

‘‘(A) APPROPRIATE FEDERAL BANKING AGEN-
CY.—The term ‘appropriate Federal banking 
agency’ has the same meaning as in section 
3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 
U.S.C. 1813). 

‘‘(B) INCORPORATED TERMS.—The terms 
‘correspondent account’, ‘covered financial 
institution’, and ‘foreign bank’ have the 
same meanings as in section 5318A. 

‘‘(2) 48-HOUR RULE.—Not later than 48 hours 
after receiving a request by an appropriate 
Federal banking agency for information re-
lated to anti-money laundering compliance 
by a covered financial institution or a cus-
tomer of such institution, a covered finan-
cial institution shall provide to the appro-
priate Federal banking agency, or make 
available at a location specified by the rep-
resentative of the appropriate Federal bank-
ing agency, information and account docu-
mentation for any account opened, main-
tained, administered or managed in the 
United States by the covered financial insti-
tution. 

‘‘(3) FOREIGN BANK RECORDS.— 
‘‘(A) SUMMONS OR SUBPOENA OF RECORDS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary or the At-

torney General may issue a summons or sub-
poena to any foreign bank that maintains a 
correspondent account in the United States 
and request records related to such cor-
respondent account. 

‘‘(ii) SERVICE OF SUMMONS OR SUBPOENA.—A 
summons or subpoena referred to in clause 
(i) may be served on the foreign bank in the 
United States if the foreign bank has a rep-
resentative in the United States, or in a for-
eign country pursuant to any mutual legal 
assistance treaty, multilateral agreement, 
or other request for international law en-
forcement assistance. 

‘‘(B) ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE.— 
‘‘(i) MAINTAINING RECORDS IN THE UNITED 

STATES.—Any covered financial institution 
which maintains a correspondent account in 
the United States for a foreign bank shall 
maintain records in the United States identi-
fying the owners of such foreign bank and 
the name and address of a person who resides 
in the United States and is authorized to ac-
cept service of legal process for records re-
garding the correspondent account. 

‘‘(ii) LAW ENFORCEMENT REQUEST.—Upon re-
ceipt of a written request from a Federal law 
enforcement officer for information required 
to be maintained under this paragraph, the 
covered financial institution shall provide 
the information to the requesting officer not 
later than 7 days after receipt of the request. 

‘‘(C) TERMINATION OF CORRESPONDENT RELA-
TIONSHIP.— 

‘‘(i) TERMINATION UPON RECEIPT OF NO-
TICE.—A covered financial institution shall 
terminate any correspondent relationship 
with a foreign bank not later than 10 days 
after receipt of written notice from the Sec-
retary or the Attorney General that the for-
eign bank has failed— 

‘‘(I) to comply with a summons or sub-
poena issued under subparagraph (A); or 

‘‘(II) to initiate proceedings in a United 
States court contesting such summons or 
subpoena. 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—A covered 
financial institution shall not be liable to 
any person in any court or arbitration pro-
ceeding for terminating a correspondent re-

lationship in accordance with this sub-
section. 

‘‘(iii) FAILURE TO TERMINATE RELATION-
SHIP.—Failure to terminate a correspondent 
relationship in accordance with this sub-
section shall render the covered financial in-
stitution liable for a civil penalty of up to 
$10,000 per day until the correspondent rela-
tionship is so terminated.’’. 

(c) AUTHORITY TO ORDER CONVICTED CRIMI-
NAL TO RETURN PROPERTY LOCATED 
ABROAD.— 

(1) FORFEITURE OF SUBSTITUTE PROPERTY.— 
Section 413 of the Controlled Substances Act 
(21 U.S.C. 853) is amended by striking sub-
section (p) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(p) FORFEITURE OF SUBSTITUTE PROP-
ERTY.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of this sub-
section shall apply, if any property described 
in subsection (a), as a result of any act or 
omission of the defendant— 

‘‘(A) cannot be located upon the exercise of 
due diligence; 

‘‘(B) has been transferred or sold to, or de-
posited with, a third party; 

‘‘(C) has been placed beyond the jurisdic-
tion of the court; 

‘‘(D) has been substantially diminished in 
value; or 

‘‘(E) has been commingled with other prop-
erty which cannot be divided without dif-
ficulty. 

‘‘(2) SUBSTITUTE PROPERTY.—In any case 
described in any of subparagraphs (A) 
through (E) of paragraph (1), the court shall 
order the forfeiture of any other property of 
the defendant, up to the value of any prop-
erty described in subparagraphs (A) through 
(E) of paragraph (1), as applicable. 

‘‘(3) RETURN OF PROPERTY TO JURISDIC-
TION.—In the case of property described in 
paragraph (1)(C), the court may, in addition 
to any other action authorized by this sub-
section, order the defendant to return the 
property to the jurisdiction of the court so 
that the property may be seized and for-
feited.’’. 

(2) PROTECTIVE ORDERS.—Section 413(e) of 
the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 
853(e)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(4) ORDER TO REPATRIATE AND DEPOSIT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to its author-

ity to enter a pretrial restraining order 
under this section, including its authority to 
restrain any property forfeitable as sub-
stitute assets, the court may order a defend-
ant to repatriate any property that may be 
seized and forfeited, and to deposit that 
property pending trial in the registry of the 
court, or with the United States Marshals 
Service or the Secretary of the Treasury, in 
an interest-bearing account, if appropriate. 

‘‘(B) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—Failure to com-
ply with an order under this subsection, or 
an order to repatriate property under sub-
section (p), shall be punishable as a civil or 
criminal contempt of court, and may also re-
sult in an enhancement of the sentence of 
the defendant under the obstruction of jus-
tice provision of the Federal Sentencing 
Guidelines.’’. 
SEC. 12. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this Act, 
this Act, and the amendments made by this 
Act, shall take effect 90 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

SUMMARY OF MONEY LAUNDERING ABATEMENT 
ACT 

Foreign Corruption. Expands the list of 
foreign crimes triggering a U.S. money laun-
dering offense to include foreign corruption 
offenses such as bribery and misappropria-
tion of government funds. 

Unidentified Foreign Accountholders. Re-
quires U.S. banks and U.S. branches of for-

eign banks opening or managing a bank ac-
count in the United States for a foreign per-
son to keep a record in the United States 
identifying the account owner. 

Foreign Shell Banks. Bars U.S. banks and 
U.S. branches of foreign banks from pro-
viding direct or indirect banking services to 
foreign shell banks that have no physical 
presence in any country and no bank affili-
ation. 

Foreign Private Bank and Correspondent 
Accounts. Requires U.S. banks and U.S. 
branches of foreign banks that open a pri-
vate bank account with $1 million or more 
for a foreign person, or a correspondent ac-
count for an offshore bank or foreign bank in 
a country posing high money laundering 
risks, to conduct enhanced due diligence re-
views of those accounts to guard against 
money laundering. 

Foreign Bank Forfeitures. Modifies for-
feiture rules for foreign banks’ cor-
respondent accounts by making a depositor’s 
funds in a foreign bank’s U.S. correspondent 
account subject to the same civil forfeiture 
rules that apply to depositors’ funds in other 
U.S. bank accounts. 

Additional Measures Targeting Foreign 
Money Laundering. 

Gives U.S. courts ‘‘long-arm’’ jurisdiction 
over foreign persons committing money 
laundering offenses in the United States, 
over foreign banks opening U.S. bank ac-
counts, and over foreign persons seizing as-
sets ordered forfeited by a U.S. court. 

Expands the definition of money laun-
dering to include laundering funds through a 
foreign bank. 

Authorizes U.S. courts to order a convicted 
criminal to return property located abroad 
and, in civil forfeiture proceedings, to order 
a defendant to return such property pending 
a civil trial on the merits. Authorizes U.S. 
prosecutors to use a court-appointed Federal 
Receiver to find a criminal defendant’s as-
sets, wherever located. 

Authorizes Federal law enforcement to 
subpoena a foreign bank with a U.S. cor-
respondent account for account records, and 
ask the U.S. correspondent bank to identify 
a U.S. resident who can accept the subpoena. 
Requires the U.S. correspondent bank, if it 
receives government notice that the foreign 
bank refuses to comply or contest the sub-
poena in court, to close the foreign bank’s 
account. 

Other measures would make it a Federal 
crime to knowingly falsify a bank cus-
tomer’s true identity; bar bank clients from 
anonymously directing funds through a 
bank’s general administrative or ‘‘con-
centration’’ accounts; extend the statute of 
limitations for civil forfeiture proceedings; 
simplify pleading requirements for money 
laundering indictments; and require banks to 
provide prompt responses to regulatory re-
quests for anti-money laundering informa-
tion. 

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHU-
SETTS, OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL, 

Boston, MA, August 1, 2001. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: This letter is to ex-
press my strong support for the Money Laun-
dering Abatement Act. As I am sure you are 
aware, money laundering has become in-
creasingly prevalent in recent years. As law 
enforcement has worked to curb the illegal 
laundering of funds, the criminal element 
has become more sophisticated and focused 
in its efforts to evade the grasp of the law. 
Specifically, money launderers are taking 
advantage of foreign shell banks, and banks 
in jurisdictions with weak money laundering 
controls to hide their ill-gotten gains. 
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At this juncture, there is a serious need for 

modernizing and redefining the Federal 
money laundering statutes to thwart the ef-
forts of the criminal element and close the 
loopholes they use to their advantage. The 
money laundering business has taken advan-
tage of its ability under current law to use 
foreign banks, largely without negative con-
sequences. This is an issue that must be ad-
dressed on the Federal level because of its 
international element. Moreover, in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, there is no 
state level money laundering legislation. As 
a result, we rely on Federal/State law en-
forcement partnership to eradicate money 
laundering. The only hope for eliminating 
international money laundering ties within 
our State lies with the United States Con-
gress. I encourage the Congress to take the 
necessary steps to assist State and Federal 
law enforcement in their continuing efforts 
to control the illegal laundering of funds. 

The Money Laundering Abatement Act is 
an important step in that process. Among 
many useful provisions, the Act prohibits 
United States banks from providing services 
to foreign shell banks that have no physical 
presence in any country, and as a result, are 
easily used in the laundering of illegal funds. 
In addition, the legislation provides for en-
hanced due diligence procedures by United 
States banks which will at the very least de-
tect money laundering, and will also un-
doubtedly deter it in the first place. Further, 
the Act makes it a federal crime to know-
ingly falsify a bank customer’s true identity, 
which will make tracing of funds immeas-
urably easier. In addition to these few provi-
sions that I have mentioned, the Act con-
tains many other measures that will greatly 
aid law enforcement in its mission. 

I strongly support your efforts to assist 
state and federal law enforcement in their 
money laundering control efforts through 
the Money Laundering Abatement Act. The 
legislation strengthens the existing anti- 
money laundering structure and provides 
new tools that will assist law enforcement in 
keeping pace with the modern money laun-
dering schemes. Good luck in your efforts to 
pass this vital legislation. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS F. REILLY. 

STATE OF ARIZONA, 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 

Phoenix, AZ, August 2, 2001. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. CHUCK GRASSLEY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS LEVIN AND GRASSLEY: I 
write to express my views on the Money 
Laundering Abatement Act you are planning 
to introduce soon. This bill would provide 
much needed relief from some of the most 
pressing problems in money laundering en-
forcement in the internation arena. The bur-
dens it places on the financial institutions 
are well considered, closely tailored to the 
problems, and reasonable in light of the pub-
lic benefits involved. 

The bill focuses on the structural arrange-
ments that allow major money launderers to 
operate. These include the use of shell banks 
and foreign accounts, abuse of private bank-
ing, evasion of law enforcement efforts to ac-
quire necessary records, and of safe foreign 
havens for criminal proceeds. The approach 
is very encouraging, because efforts to limit 
the abuse of these international money laun-
dering tools and techniques must come from 
Congress rather than the state legislatures, 
and because such measures attack money 
laundering at a deeper and more lasting level 
than simpler measures. 

The focus on structural matters means 
that this bill’s effects on cases actually pros-

ecuted by state attorneys general are a rel-
atively small part of the substantial effects 
its passage would have on money laundering 
as a whole. Nevertheless, its effects on 
money laundering affecting victims of crime 
and illegal drug trafficking would be dra-
matic. I will use two exmples from my Of-
fice’s present money lauderning efforts 

My Office initiated a program to combat 
so-called ‘‘prime bank fraud’’ in 1996, and 
continued to focus on these cases. Some 
years ago, the International Chamber of 
Commerce estimated that over $10 million 
per day is invested in this wholly fraudulent 
investment scam. The ‘‘PBI’’ business has 
grown substantially since then. To date, my 
Office has recovered over $46 million in these 
cases, directly and in concert with U.S. At-
torneys and SEC. Prime bank fraudsters rely 
heavily on the money movement and con-
cealment techniques that this bill would ad-
dress, particularly foreign bank accounts, 
shell banks, accounts in false identities, 
movement of funds through ‘‘concentration’’ 
accounts, and impunity from efforts to repa-
triate stolen funds. One of our targets was 
sentenced recently in federal court to over 
eight years in prison and ordered to make 
restitution of over $9 million, but without 
the tools provided in this bill, there is little 
hope that the victims will ever see anything 
that was not seized for forfeiture in the early 
stages of the investigation. 

My Office is now engaged in a program to 
control the laundering of funds through the 
money transmitters in Arizona, as part of 
the much larger problem of illegal money 
movement to and through the Southwest 
border region. This mechanism is a major 
facilitator of the drug smuggling operations. 
Foreign bank accounts and correspondence 
accounts, immunity from U.S. forfeitures, 
and false ownership are significant barriers 
to successful control of money laundering in 
the Southwest. 

Your bill is an example of the immense 
value of institutions like the Permanent 
Subcommittee of Investigations, because 
this type of bill requires a deeper under-
standing of the issues that come from long 
term inquiries by professional staff. We who 
are involved in state level money laundering 
control efforts should be particularly sup-
portive of such long term strategies because 
they are most important to the quality of 
life of our citizens. 

I commend your efforts for introducing 
this important legislation and will assist you 
in anyway I can to gain its passage. 

Yours very truly, 
JANET NAPOLITANO, 

Attorney General. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Mr. REID): 

S. 1374. A bill to provide for a study 
of the effects of hydraulic fracturing on 
underground drinking water sources; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
today I introduce, along with the sen-
ior Senator from Nevada, very impor-
tant legislation to remedy an unneces-
sary impediment to natural gas pro-
duction. 

In 1997, the Eleventh Circuit ruled 
that hydraulic fracturing, a process for 
stimulating development in certain 
types of gas wells, constituted as ‘‘un-
derground injection’’ under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. As such, the State 
of Alabama was required to establish 
standards by which all hydraulic frac-
turing operations associated with nat-

ural gas development would be required 
to obtain a permit under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. This is an expen-
sive and time consuming process, and 
one that appears unnecessary for pro-
tection of underground sources of 
drinking water. 

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy argued before the Eleventh Circuit 
that hydraulic fracturing did not pose 
a threat to underground sources of 
drinking water, and should not be sub-
ject to regulation under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. The Eleventh Cir-
cuit did not find that hydraulic frac-
turing in fact threatened underground 
sources of drinking water. Instead, the 
Court found only that, as written, the 
definition of ‘‘underground injection’’ 
under the Safe Drinking Water Act in-
cluded the process of hydraulic frac-
turing. 

Natural gas, including gas from coal-
bed methane and other unconventional 
source, is becoming an increasingly im-
portant energy source for the United 
States. It is a clean burning, domesti-
cally produced resource, the increased 
production of which will both enhance 
our energy security and help us address 
the problem of global warming. 

Protection of drinking water is also 
an issue of the highest priority. How-
ever, it appears that the situation cre-
ated by the Eleventh Circuit’s decision 
is not one that addresses protection of 
underground sources of drinking water, 
because the Court did not find any 
harm to drinking water associated 
with groundwater production. Instead, 
this appears to be a situation where a 
technical reading of a statute creates 
expensive permitting requirements not 
associated with a real on-the-ground 
need. 

The legislation introduced by myself 
and Senator REID will require the EPA, 
in consultation with the Secretary of 
the Interior, the Secretary of Energy, 
the Groundwater Protection Council, 
affected States, and other entities, as 
appropriate, to conduct a study on any 
impacts from hydraulic fracturing on 
underground sources of drinking water. 

If the Administration determines 
that hydraulic fracturing endangers 
underground sources of drinking water, 
the Administrator shall regulate it 
under the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

If, however, the Administrator deter-
mines that hydraulic fracturing will 
not endangered underground sources of 
drinking water, the Administrator 
shall not regulate it under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. In that case, 
States, including the State of Ala-
bama, shall likewise not be required to 
regulate hydraulic fracturing as an un-
derground injection under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. 

Our bill addresses regulation under 
section 1421 of the Safe Drinking Water 
Act, 42 U.S.C. 300h. Under current law, 
States are entitled to make a showing 
under section 1425 of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, 42 U.S.C. 300H–4, that for 
certain oil and gas operations, the 
State regulations satisfy the statutory 
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requirements of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act and the State will therefore 
not be required to promulgate regula-
tions under section 1422 of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. 

It is our intention that the provisions 
of Section 1425 apply to hydraulic frac-
turing operations, and it is our under-
standing that this is the status of cur-
rent law. This issue is currently being 
litigated before the Eleventh Circuit. 
Should the Eleventh Circuit decide 
otherwise, we will address the issue as 
appropriate at that time. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1374 
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This act may be cited as the ‘‘Hydraulic 
Fracturing Act’’. 
SEC. 2. HYDRAULIC FRACTURING. 

Section 1421 of the Safe Drinking Water 
Act (42 U.S.C. § 300h) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(e) HYDRAULIC FRACTURING FOR OIL AND 
GAS PRODUCTION.— 

‘‘(1) STUDY OF THE EFFECTS OF HYDRAULIC 
FRACTURING.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 24 
months after the date of enactment of this 
subsection, the Administrator shall complete 
a study of the known and potential effects on 
underground drinking water sources of hy-
draulic fracturing, including the effects of 
hydraulic fracturing on underground drink-
ing water sources on a nationwide basis, and 
within specific regions, states, or portions of 
states. 

‘‘(B) CONSULTATION.—In planning and con-
ducting the study, the Administrator shall 
consult with the Secretary of the Interior, 
the Secretary of Energy, the Ground Water 
Protection Council, affected States, and, as 
appropriate, representatives of environ-
mental, industry, academic, scientific, pub-
lic health, and other relevant organizations. 
Such study may be accomplished in conjunc-
tion with other ongoing studies related to 
the effects of oil and gas production on 
groundwater resources. 

‘‘(C) STUDY ELEMENTS.—The study con-
ducted under subparagraph (A) shall, at a 
minimum, examine and make findings as to 
whether— 

‘‘(i) such hydraulic fracturing has, or will, 
endanger (as defined under subsection (d)(2)) 
underground drinking water sources, includ-
ing those sources within specific regions, 
states or portions of states; 

‘‘(ii) there are specific methods, practices, 
or hydrogeologic circumstances in which hy-
draulic fracturing has, or will, endanger un-
derground drinking water sources; and 

‘‘(iii) whether there are any precautionary 
actions that may reduce or eliminate any 
such endangerment. 

‘‘(2) INDEPENDENT SCIENTIFIC REVIEW.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 months 

after the study under paragraph (1) is com-
pleted, the Administrator shall enter into an 
appropriate agreement with the National 
Academy of Sciences to have the Academy 
review the conclusions of the study. 

‘‘(B) REPORT.—Not later than 9 months 
after entering into an appropriate agreement 
with the Administrator, the National Acad-
emy of Sciences shall report to the Adminis-

trator, and the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate, on the— 

‘‘(i) findings related to the study conducted 
by the Administrator under paragraph (1); 
and 

‘‘(ii) recommendations, if any, for modi-
fying the findings of the study. 

‘‘(3) REGULATORY DETERMINATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 

after receiving the National Academy of 
Sciences report under paragraph (2), the Ad-
ministrator shall determine, after informal 
public hearings and public notice and oppor-
tunity for comment, and based on informa-
tion developed or accumulated in connection 
with the study required under paragraph (1) 
and the National Academy of Sciences report 
under paragraph (2), either: 

‘‘(i) that regulation of hydraulic fracturing 
under this part is necessary to ensure that 
underground sources of drinking water will 
not be endangered on a nationwide basis, or 
within a specific region, state or portions of 
a state; or 

‘‘(ii) that regulation described under clause 
(i) is unnecessary. 

‘‘(B) PUBLICATION OF DETERMINATION.—The 
Administrator shall publish the determina-
tion in the Federal Register, accompanied by 
an explanation and the reasons for it. 

‘‘(4) PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS. 
‘‘(A) REGULATION NECESSARY.—If the Ad-

ministrator determines under paragraph (3) 
that regulation of hydraulic fracturing under 
this part is necessary to ensure that hydrau-
lic fracturing does not endanger underground 
drinking water sources on a nationwide 
basis, or within a specific region, State or 
portions of a State, the Administrator shall, 
within 6 months after issuance of that deter-
mination, and after public notice and oppor-
tunity for comment, promulgate regulations 
under section 1421 (42 U.S.C. § 300h) to ensure 
that hydraulic fracturing will not endanger 
such underground sources of drinking water. 

‘‘(B) REGULATION UNNECESSARY.—The Ad-
ministrator shall not promulgate regulations 
for hydraulic fracturing under this part un-
less the Administrator determines under 
paragraph (3) that such regulations are nec-
essary. 

‘‘(C) EXISTING REGULATIONS.—A determina-
tion by the Administrator under paragraph 
(3) that regulation is unnecessary will re-
lieve states from any further obligation to 
regulate hydraulic fracturing as an under-
ground injection under this part. 

‘‘(5) DEFINITION OF HYDRAULIC FRAC-
TURING.—For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘‘hydraulic fracturing’’ means the proc-
ess of creating a fracture in a reservoir rock, 
and injecting fluids and propping agents, for 
the purposes of reservoir stimulation related 
to oil and gas production activities. 

‘‘(6) SAVINGS.—Nothing in this subsection 
shall in any way limit the authorities of the 
Administrator under section 1431 (42 U.S.C. 
300i).’’. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida: 
S. 1376. A bill to amend part C of title 

XVIII of the Social Security Act to en-
sure that Medicare + Choice eligible in-
dividuals have sufficient time to con-
sider information and to make an in-
formed choice regarding enrollment in 
a Medicare + Choice plan; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise today to introduce the 
Medicare Beneficiary Information Act. 
It is vital that Medicare + Choice par-
ticipants receive plan information in a 
timely, appropriate manner. 

Under the Social Security Act, HMOs 
participating in the Medicare + Choice 
program are required to submit all of 
their plan information, including the 
type, cost and scope of benefits they in-
tend to offer, by July 1st of each year. 
Upon receiving this information, the 
Secretary of HHS is required to prepare 
a booklet that compares the benefits 
and costs of each plan, and disseminate 
the information to seniors prior to the 
open enrollment season. The enroll-
ment season is November 1st through 
November 30th. 

The July 1st deadline was imposed so 
that seniors would have ample oppor-
tunity to read the materials and to 
make an informed decision before se-
lecting a health plan. 

Last month, at the request of the 
HMO industry, Secretary Thompson 
extended the deadline until September 
15th. As a result, Medicare bene-
ficiaries will have little time to review 
the comparative information before 
the enrollment period. In response to 
these concerns, the Secretary indicated 
that the information would be posted 
on the Internet by October 15th. 

Senior citizens in many cases do not 
have access to the Internet. If informa-
tion is not sent in a timely manner, it 
will be extremely difficult for seniors, 
especially low income seniors, to make 
informed choices about their health 
plan. As a result, they will have little 
time to find new health care coverage 
if their HMO sharply raises premiums 
and fees, reduces benefits or pulls out 
of Medicare. Consequently, seniors may 
be forced to accept whatever changes 
the HMOs impose or run the risk of 
having gaps in their coverage should 
they choose to switch plans. 

This bill states that, effective 2002, 
HMO’s are required to submit, com-
plete binding information to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services. 
It also requires that the information be 
sent to beneficiaries at least 45 days 
before the beginning of the open enroll-
ment period. It further requires all 
comparative information to be sent in 
mail, rather than only being posted on 
the Internet. This will ensure that sen-
iors are receiving the information nec-
essary to make educated informed de-
cisions about their health plan. 

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon: 
S. 1377. A bill to require the Attorney 

General to establish an office in the 
Department of Justice to monitor acts 
of international terrorism alleged to 
have been committed by Palestinian 
individuals or individuals acting on be-
half of Palestinian organizations and 
to carry out certain other related ac-
tivities; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
almost everyday we hear about new 
Palestinian violence in Israel and all 
too often, American citizens are among 
the victims. Earlier this year, Mrs. 
Sarah Blaustein, of Long Island, New 
York, was murdered in a drive-by 
shooting by Palestinian terrorists 
south of Jerusalem. A few weeks before 
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that, a 13-year old boy from Maryland, 
Jacob ‘‘Koby’’ Mandell, was savagely 
beaten and tortured to death by Pales-
tinian terrorists. Eighteen American 
citizens have been killed by Pales-
tinian terrorists since the signing of 
the Oslo accords in September 1993, and 
six of them were killed during the cur-
rent wave of violence that began last 
autumn. 

Of course, Americans are occasion-
ally the victims of terrorism all over 
the world, not just in Israel. But what 
makes the American victims in Israel 
unique is that while our government 
does everything it can to capture the 
terrorists who harm Americans else-
where around the world, it takes a 
completely different approach when it 
comes to Palestinian terrorists. 

Our State Department offers multi- 
million dollar rewards for information 
leading to the capture of terrorists who 
have killed Americans around the 
world—but it has never offered such a 
reward to help catch terrorists who are 
being sheltered by Arafat. The State 
Department maintains a web site 
www.dssrewards.net for its ‘‘Heroes’’ 
program, where it posts the rewards to 
help capture terrorists. 

The time has come to take this vital 
issue out of the State Department’s 
hands and put it back where it belongs, 
in the Department of Justice. This 
should not be a political issue. When a 
matter of justice is at stake, the deci-
sion should be made by the legal au-
thorities whose responsibility it is to 
pursue justice, not politics. 

This is why today I rise to introduce 
the Koby Mandell Justice for American 
Victims of Terrorism Act of 2000.’’ This 
bill will establish a special office, with-
in the Department of Justice, the sole 
purpose of which will be to facilitate 
the capture of Palestinian terrorists 
involved in attacks in which American 
Citizens were harmed. The bill will: 
Collect evidence against suspected ter-
rorists; offer rewards for information 
leading to the capture of these terror-
ists and maintain contact with families 
of victims to update them on the 
progress of efforts to capture the ter-
rorists. 

In short, this legislation will help en-
sure that the killers of Americans will 
have a sanctuary in the Palestinian 
Authority territories. This legislation 
will advance the cause of justice and it 
will put terrorists and their supporters 
on notice that the United States gov-
ernment will not stand idly by when 
our citizens are harmed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1377 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Koby 
Mandell Justice for American Victims of 
Terrorism Act of 2001’’. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
The Congress finds the following: 
(1) Since 1948, many United States citizens 

have been injured or killed in terrorist at-
tacks committed by Palestinian individuals 
and organizations in and outside of the Mid-
dle East. 

(2) Under United States law, individuals 
who commit acts of international terrorism 
outside of the United States against nation-
als of the United States may be prosecuted 
for such acts in the United States. 

(3) The United States has taken a special 
interest and active role in resolving the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, including nu-
merous diplomatic efforts to facilitate a res-
olution of the conflict and the provision of 
financial assistance to Palestinian organiza-
tions. 

(4) However, despite these diplomatic ef-
forts and financial assistance, little has been 
done to apprehend, indict, prosecute, and 
convict Palestinian individuals who have 
committed terrorist attacks against nation-
als of the United States. 
SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE IN THE DE-

PARTMENT OF JUSTICE TO MON-
ITOR TERRORIST ACTS BY PALES-
TINIAN INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANI-
ZATIONS AND CARRY OUT RELATED 
ACTIVITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 
shall establish within the Department of 
Justice an office to carry out the following 
activities: 

(1) Monitor acts of international terrorism 
alleged to have been committed by Pales-
tinian individuals or individuals acting on 
behalf of Palestinian organizations. 

(2) Collect information against individuals 
alleged to have committed acts of inter-
national terrorism described in paragraph 
(1). 

(3) Offer rewards for information on indi-
viduals alleged to have committed acts of 
international terrorism described in para-
graph (1), including the dissemination of in-
formation relating to such rewards in the 
Arabic-language media. 

(4) Negotiate with the Palestinian Author-
ity or related entities to obtain financial 
compensation for nationals of the United 
States, or their families, injured or killed by 
acts of terrorism described in paragraph (1). 

(5) In conjunction with other appropriate 
Federal departments and agencies, establish 
and implement alternative methods to ap-
prehend, indict, prosecute, and convict indi-
viduals who commit acts of terrorism de-
scribed in paragraph (1). 

(6) Contact the families of victims of acts 
of terrorism described in paragraph (1) and 
provide updates on the progress to appre-
hend, indict, prosecute, and convict the indi-
viduals who commit such acts. 

(7) In order to effectively carry out para-
graphs (1) through (6), provide for the perma-
nent stationing of an appropriate number of 
United States officials in Israel, in territory 
administered by Israel, in territory adminis-
tered by the Palestinian Authority, and else-
where, to the extent practicable. 

(b) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘‘international terrorism’’ has the meaning 
given such term in section 2331(b) of title 18, 
United States Code. 
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated for fiscal year 2002 and each 
subsequent fiscal year such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out this Act. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under subsection (a) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, 
Mr. HARKIN Mr. HATCH, Mr. 

INOUYE, Mr. JOHNSON, and Mr. 
REID): 

S. 1378. A bill to allow patients access 
to drugs and medical devices rec-
ommended and provided by health care 
practitioners under strict guidelines, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing the Access to Medical 
Treatment Act. I am pleased to be 
joined by Senators HARKIN, HATCH, 
INOUYE, JOHNSON, and REID in this ef-
fort to increase individuals’ freedom of 
choice in health care. 

Patient choice is a value often ar-
ticulated in health care debates. Yet 
patients often do not have the right to 
choose potentially life-saving alter-
native treatments. I want to thank 
Berkley Bedell, who formerly rep-
resented the 6th District of Iowa, for 
making me aware of the importance of 
this issue and for assisting in the de-
velopment of this bill. This has been a 
multi-year effort, and he has worked 
tirelessly on it. Berkley has experi-
enced first-hand the life-saving poten-
tial of alternative treatments. His 
story convinced me that our health 
care system discourages the use of al-
ternative medicine treatment and 
thereby restricts the right of patients 
to choose. 

American consumers have already 
voted for expanded access to alter-
native treatments with their feet and 
their wallets. A 1997 study published in 
the Journal of the American Medical 
Association, JAMA, shows that 42 per-
cent of Americans used some kind of 
alternative therapy, spending more 
than $27 billion that year. Americans 
made more visits to alternative practi-
tioners than to primary care providers. 
According to a 1999 JAMA study, peo-
ple sought complementary and alter-
native medicine not only because they 
were dissatisfied with conventional 
medicine but also because these thera-
pies mirrored their own values, beliefs 
and philosophical orientation toward 
health and life. 

Alternative therapies are rapidly 
being incorporated into mainstream 
medical programs, practice and re-
search. Indeed, at least 75 out of 117 
U.S. medical schools offer elective 
courses in alternative medicine or in-
clude alternative medicine topics in re-
quired courses. A 1994 study in the 
Journal of Family Practice revealed 
that more than 60 percent of doctors 
from a wide range of specialties rec-
ommended alternative therapies to 
their patients at least once. The Na-
tional Institutes of Health now has a 
Center for Complementary and Alter-
native Medicine where research is un-
derway to expand our knowledge of al-
ternative therapies and their safe and 
effective use. 

Despite the growing demand for 
many types of alternative medicine, 
some therapies remain unavailable be-
cause they have not yet been approved 
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by the FDA. My bill would increase ac-
cess to treatments that would nor-
mally be regulated by the FDA, but 
have not yet undergone the expansive 
and lengthy process currently required 
to gain FDA approval. Given the popu-
larity of alternative medicine among 
the American public and its growing 
acceptance among traditional medical 
practitioners, it would seem logical to 
remove some of the access barriers 
that consumers face when seeking cer-
tain alternative therapies. 

The Access to Medical Treatment 
Act supports patient choice while 
maintaining important patient safe-
guards. It asserts that individuals, es-
pecially those who face life-threat-
ening afflictions for which conven-
tional treatments have proven ineffec-
tive, should have the option of trying 
an alternative treatment. This is a 
choice rightly made by the consumer, 
and not dictated by the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

All treatments sanctioned by this 
Act must be prescribed by an author-
ized health care practitioner who has 
personally examined the patient. The 
practitioner must fully disclose all 
available information about the safety 
and effectiveness of any medical treat-
ment, including questions that remain 
unanswered because the necessary re-
search has not been conducted. 

The bill carefully restricts the abil-
ity of practitioners to advertise or 
market unapproved drugs or devices or 
to profit financially from prescribing 
alternative treatment. This provision 
was included to ensure that practi-
tioners keep the best interests of pa-
tients in mind and to retain incentives 
for seeking FDA approval. If an indi-
vidual or a company wants to earn a 
profit from a product, they would be 
wise to go through the standard FDA 
process. 

I want to be absolutely clear that 
this legislation will not dismantle the 
FDA, undermine its authority, or ap-
preciably change current medical prac-
tices. It is not meant to attack the 
FDA or its approval process. It is 
meant to complement it. The FDA 
should, and would under this legisla-
tion, remain solely responsible for pro-
tecting the health of the Nation from 
unsafe and impure drugs. The heavy de-
mands and requirements placed upon 
treatments before they gain FDA ap-
proval are important, and I firmly be-
lieve that treatments receiving the 
Federal Government’s stamp of ap-
proval should be proven safe and effec-
tive. 

The bill protects patients by requir-
ing practitioners to report any adverse 
reaction that could potentially have 
been caused by an unapproved drug or 
medical device. If an adverse reaction 
is reported, manufacture and distribu-
tion of the drug must cease pending an 
investigation. If it is determined that 
the adverse reaction was caused by the 
drug or medical device, as part of a 
total recall, the Secretary of the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-

ices and the manufacturer have the 
duty to inform all health care practi-
tioners to whom the drug or medical 
device has been provided. 

This legislation will help build a 
knowledge base regarding alternative 
medicine treatments by requiring prac-
titioners to report on effectiveness. 
This is critical because current infor-
mation available about the effective-
ness of many promising treatments is 
inadequate. The information generated 
through this Act will begin to reverse 
this information gap, as data are col-
lected and analyzed by the Center for 
Complementary and Alternative Medi-
cine at the National Institutes of 
Health. 

The Access to Medical Treatment 
Act represents an honest attempt to 
focus serious attention on the value of 
alternative treatments and overcome 
current obstacles to their safe develop-
ment and utilization. In essence, this 
legislation addresses the fundamental 
balance between two seemingly ir-
reconcilable interests: the protection 
of patients from dangerous and ineffec-
tive treatments and the preservation of 
consumers’ freedom to choose alter-
native therapies. The complexity of 
this policy challenge should not dis-
courage us from seeking to solve it. I 
am convinced that the public good will 
be served by a serious attempt to rec-
oncile these contradictory interests, 
and I am hopeful the discussion gen-
erated by this legislation will help 
point the way to its resolution. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself 
and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 1379. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish an Of-
fice of Rare Diseases at the National 
Institutes of Health, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce the Rare Diseases 
Act of 2001. 

This legislation, in conjunction with 
companion legislation introduced by 
Senator HATCH to amend the orphan 
drug tax credit, promises to greatly en-
hance the prospects for developing new 
treatments and diagnostics, and even 
cures for literally thousands of rare 
diseases and disorders. 

The Rare Diseases Act provides a 
statutory authorization for the exist-
ing Office of Rare Diseases at the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, NIH, and 
authorizes regional centers of excel-
lence for rare disease research and 
training. The Act also increases the 
funding for the Food and Drug Admin-
istration’s, FDA, Orphan Product Re-
search Grant program, which has pro-
vided vital support for clinical research 
on new treatments for rare diseases 
and disorders. 

I am encouraged that, consistent 
with our legislation, the President has 
proposed in fiscal year 2002 to create a 
network of centers of excellence for 
rare diseases. This proposal originated 
with the NIH, in recommendations of a 

Special Emphasis Panel convened to 
examine the state of rare disease re-
search. Because the Panel itself was 
convened in response to a request of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
in 1966, it is appropriate that we are 
today introducing legislation which 
represents the fruition of a long, delib-
erative process involving both the Con-
gress and the NIH. 

It is important to note that Congress 
has had a longstanding interest in rare 
diseases. In 1983, Congress enacted the 
Orphan Drug Act to promote the devel-
opment of treatments for rare diseases 
and disorders. Such diseases affect 
small patient populations, typically 
smaller than 200,000 individuals in the 
United States, and include Hunting-
ton’s disease, myoclonus, ALS, Lou 
Gehrig’s disease, Tourette syndrome, 
and muscular dystrophy. Although 
each disease may be rare, there are, in 
sum, 25 million Americans today who 
suffer from the six thousand known 
rare diseases and disorders. 

As an original sponsor of the Orphan 
Drug Act, I am pleased it has been a 
great success, leading to the develop-
ment of over 220 treatments for rare 
diseases and disorders. But the greatest 
share of credit is due to the original 
author of the Act, Congressman HENRY 
WAXMAN of California, and to a woman 
named Abbey Meyers. 

During the 1970s, an organization 
called the National Organization for 
Rare Disorders, NORD, was founded by 
Abbey to provide services and to lobby 
on behalf of patients with rare diseases 
and disorders. It was Abbey and her or-
ganization which were instrumental in 
pressing Congress for enactment of leg-
islation to encourage the development 
of orphan drugs. 

In light of this important history, I 
am very pleased that the Rare Diseases 
Act of 2001 is supported by NORD. And 
I am also pleased to join my colleague, 
Senator HATCH, a champion of research 
into rare diseases, in introducing this 
legislation. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and 
Mr. HOLLINGS): 

S. 1380. A bill to coordinate and ex-
pand United States and international 
programs for the conservation and pro-
tection of North Atlantic Whales; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, as Chair-
man of the Oceans, Atmosphere and 
Fisheries Subcommittee, I rise today 
to introduce the North Atlantic Right 
Whale Recovery Act of 2001. I am 
pleased to be joined by our Commerce 
Committee Chairman, Senator HOL-
LINGS in this effort. This bill is de-
signed to improve the management and 
research activities for right whales and 
increase the focus on reducing mor-
tality caused by ship collisions, entan-
glement in fishing gear, and other 
causes. The most endangered of the 
great whales, the northern Atlantic 
right whale has shown no evidence of 
recovery since the whaling days of the 
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1900s despite full protection from hunt-
ing by a League of Nations agreement 
since 1935. Today the population of 
North Atlantic Right Whales remains 
at less than 350 animals, although 2001 
was a banner year for reproduction as 
over 30 calves were born. 

The entire Nation has watched with 
great interest as a team of experts 
from a number of organizations includ-
ing the National Marine Fisheries 
Service, the New England Aquarium 
and the Center for Coastal Studies has 
sought to remove the nylon rope that 
is imbedded in the jaw of a North At-
lantic Right Whale, dubbed ‘‘Church-
ill’’. By all accounts, unless the rope is 
removed the whale is likely to die from 
infections that are already discoloring 
the whale’s skin. I would like to offer 
my sincere appreciation for all of these 
efforts to date and I hope that by offer-
ing this legislation today that we can 
refocus our attention on how to protect 
these magnificent mammals. 

Right whales are at risk of extinction 
from a number of sources. These in-
clude, ship strikes, the number one 
source of known right whale fatalities, 
entanglement in fishing gear, coastal 
pollution, habitat degradation, ocean 
noise and climate change. This legisla-
tion requires the Secretary of Com-
merce to institute a North Atlantic 
Right Whale Recovery Program, in co-
ordination with the Department of 
Transportation and other appropriate 
Federal agencies, States, the Southeast 
and Northeast Northern Atlantic Right 
Whale Recovery Plan Implementation 
Team and the Atlantic Large Whale 
Take Reduction Team, pursuant to the 
authority provided under the Endan-
gered Species Act, the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act, and the Magnuson-Ste-
vens Fishery Conservation and Man-
agement Act. 

This legislation would require the 
Secretary of Commerce within 6 
months of enactment, to initiate dem-
onstration projects designed to result 
in the immediate reductions in North 
Atlantic right whale deaths. There are 
4 distinct areas that I believe we 
should be focusing our attention on. 
First, we should develop acoustic de-
tection and tracking technologies to 
monitor the migration of right whales 
so that ships at sea can avoid right 
whales. Second, we need to continue 
work on individual satellite tags for 
right whales. This is yet another way 
that we can track whale migration and 
alert ships at sea of the presence of 
whales and avoid ship strikes. Third, 
this legislation would speed up the de-
velopment of neutrally buoyant line 
and ‘‘weak link’’ fishing gear, so that 
we can either avoid having whales be-
come entangled in the first place or 
when they do the ‘‘weak links’’ break 
and they can more easily become dis-
entangled. Finally this legislation sup-
ports research and testing into devel-
oping innovative ways to increase the 
success of disentanglement efforts. 

This legislation allows for the gov-
ernment to provide fishermen ‘‘whale 

safe’’ fishing gear in high use or crit-
ical habitat areas. This is crucial, be-
cause once we have developed this 
‘‘whale safe’’ gear we need to get it in 
the water as soon as possible. I believe 
an assistance program that is fair to 
fishermen will be needed and we are 
asking the agencies to tell us the po-
tential costs so we can ensure that the 
gear can be deployed where needed. 

This legislation requires the Sec-
retary of Transportation and Com-
merce to develop and implement a 
comprehensive ship strike avoidance 
plan for Right Whales. I am pleased 
that a draft plan has been issued this 
week, but I want to make it clear that 
a plan must be implemented by Janu-
ary of 2003. I would like to stress to my 
colleagues, that by far the number one 
source of know right whale mortalities 
is ship strikes, and in my opinion we 
have not done nearly enough to pre-
vent these lethal ship strikes from hap-
pening. 

This legislation establishes a right 
whale research grant program. This 
program will establish a peer review 
process of all innovative biological and 
technical projects designed to protect 
right whales. In addition to the sci-
entific community, this peer review 
team will also be comprised of rep-
resentatives of the fishing industry and 
the maritime transportation industry. 
It is important that from the very be-
ginning we have the input of the people 
who are on the water every day. Their 
knowledge and experience is absolutely 
necessary to developing innovative 
practices and techniques to save right 
whales. 

Congress has appropriated over $8 
million dollars in the last two years to 
protect right whales. I believe that now 
is the time to develop a comprehensive 
plan that spells out what we can do im-
mediately to better protect these 
whales and focus our research efforts 
on innovative ideas and technologies 
that can identify whale migrations. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 
S. 1381. A bill to redesignate the fa-

cility of the United States Postal Serv-
ice located at 5472 Crenshaw Boulevard 
in Los Angeles, California, as the ‘‘Con-
gressman Julian C. Dixon Post Office 
Building’’; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation to 
honor the late Julian Dixon, an es-
teemed Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives from California for more 
than 20 years. 

Julian Dixon lived a full life; high-
lighted by almost thirty years of public 
service. He served in the Army from 
1957 to 1960 and in the California As-
sembly from 1972 until 1978. Julian was 
first elected to the House of Represent-
atives in 1978. 

As the representative for the Thirty- 
Second District of California, Julian 
consistently fought to maintain our 
Nation’s commitment to civil rights 
and to increase the economic upward 

mobility of his constituents. Julian 
was also chair of the Congressional 
Black Caucus and worked tirelessly to 
establish a memorial to Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr. here in our Nation’s cap-
ital. 

Julian’s legislative work covered 
myriad issues from intelligence to de-
fense to congressional ethics. He was 
the ranking member of the House In-
telligence Committee and a member of 
the committee that determines defense 
appropriations. He used his position on 
the appropriations committee to pro-
vide Federal aid for communities that 
were devastated by base closings and 
other defense cuts. He also helped se-
cure emergency funding for damaged 
businesses after the Northridge earth-
quake and the Los Angeles riots. 

Julian was not only a great legis-
lator, but also a great human being. He 
was a gentleman in every sense of the 
word who was willing to work across 
partisan lines to improve the lives of 
his constituents and so many Ameri-
cans. I was privileged as a member of 
the Senate Appropriations committee 
to work with Mr. Dixon. In this role, 
Julian always put California’s needs 
first. 

Julian served with passion and dis-
tinction. He was a man of the highest 
integrity and credibility. I am sure his 
constituents will be proud to have a 
Post Office named in his honor. 

Julian Dixon was a man of principle 
and fairness whose grace and humility 
will be sorely missed. I am pleased to 
honor his memory by introducing a bill 
to designate the Post Office at 5472 
Crenshaw Boulevard in Los Angeles as 
the ‘‘Congressman Julian C. Dixon 
Post Office Building.’’ 

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself and 
Ms. LANDRIEU): 

S. 1382. A bill to amend title 11, Dis-
trict of Columbia Code, to redesignate 
the Family Division of the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia as 
the Family Court of the Superior 
Court, to recruit and retain trained 
and experienced judges to serve in the 
Family Court, to promote consistency 
and efficiency in the assignment of 
judges to the Family Court and in the 
consideration of actions and pro-
ceedings in the Family Court, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation, along 
with my friends and colleagues Senator 
LANDRIEU and Senator LEVIN, that will 
have a vital impact on children and 
families in the District of Columbia. 
Our bill, the ‘‘District of Columbia 
Family Court Act of 2001’’ is aimed at 
guiding the District, as the Superior 
Court strives to reform its role in the 
child welfare system through its cre-
ation of a Family Court. 

This legislation takes a very impor-
tant step forward in helping to ensure 
that the best interest of children in 
contact with the DC child welfare sys-
tem are always paramount. In making 
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sure that is the case, judges in the sys-
tem play a key role. I learned this 
first-hand nearly thirty years ago when 
I was serving as an assistant county 
prosecutor in Greene County, OH. One 
of my duties was to represent the 
Greene County Children Services in 
cases where children were going to be 
removed from their parents’ custody. 

I witnessed then that too many of 
these cases drag on endlessly, leaving 
children trapped in temporary foster 
care placements, which often entail 
multiple moves from foster home to 
foster home to foster home, for years 
and years and years. Such multiple 
placements and lack of permanency for 
these kids is abuse in it’s own right. 

Since being appointed to the District 
of Columbia Appropriations Com-
mittee, I have made it my personal 
mission to find financial solutions for 
the problems facing DC’s foster chil-
dren. In March, Representative DELAY 
and I laid the groundwork for a DC 
Family Court Bill that would be bipar-
tisan and effective. In drafting this 
bill, we have held numerous hearings, 
met with child welfare advocates from 
across the District, and had countless 
meetings with the DC Superior Court 
Judges. 

In particular, I want to thank Chief 
Judge Rufus King for making himself 
available to members of Congress and 
their staffs and for appearing before 
the DC Subcommittee on Appropria-
tions. Judge King has made reforming 
the Family Division of the DC Court 
his number one priority, and I look for-
ward to working with him in the future 
to implement the reforms established 
by our DC Family Court Bill. 

Our legislation includes a number of 
important reforms that would ensure 
that the judicial system protects the 
children of the District. First, it would 
increase the length of judicial terms 
for judges from one year for judges al-
ready presiding over the Superior 
Court to three years. New judges ap-
pointed to the Superior Court and then 
assigned to the Family Court would 
have five-year terms. This change 
would enable judges to develop an ex-
pertise in Family Law. 

Second, the bill would create mag-
istrates so that the current backlog of 
4500 permanency cases can be properly 
and adequately addressed. These mag-
istrates would be distributed among 
the judges according to a transition 
plan, which must be submitted to Con-
gress within 90 days of passage of this 
bill. We want to make sure the court 
has the flexibility to deal with these 
important child welfare issues. 

Third, the bill provides the resources 
for an Integrated Judicial Information 
System, IJIS. This would enable the 
court to track and properly monitor 
family cases and would allow all judges 
and magistrates to have access to the 
information necessary to make the 
best decisions about placement and 
child safety. 

Fourth, a reform in the bill that I 
find extremely important is the One- 

Judge/One Family provision. This pol-
icy would ensure that the same judge, 
a judge who knows the history of a 
family and the child, would be making 
the important permanency decisions. 
This provision is essential for those 
hard cases involving abuse and neglect. 
It ensures consistency. It ensures safe-
ty. And, it just makes sense. 

Ultimately, our bill would provide 
consistency through the One-Judge/ 
One-Family provision, it would provide 
safety and security, and it would pro-
vide stability for the children of the 
District. We need to give the children 
in the District’s welfare system all of 
these things. It is the right thing to do. 

I urge my colleagues to join in sup-
port of this bill. We must never, ever 
lose sight of our responsibility to the 
children involved. Their needs and 
their best interests must always come 
first. And today, I believe we are put-
ting children first and taking a step 
forward on their behalf. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1382 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘District of 
Columbia Family Court Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. REDESIGNATION OF FAMILY DIVISION AS 

FAMILY COURT OF THE SUPERIOR 
COURT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 11–902, District of 
Columbia Code, is amended to read as fol-
lows: 
‘‘§ 11–902. Organization of the court. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Superior Court 
shall consist of the following: 

‘‘(1) The Civil Division. 
‘‘(2) The Criminal Division. 
‘‘(3) The Family Court. 
‘‘(4) The Probate Division. 
‘‘(5) The Tax Division. 
‘‘(b) BRANCHES.—The divisions of the Supe-

rior Court may be divided into such branches 
as the Superior Court may by rule prescribe. 

‘‘(c) DESIGNATION OF PRESIDING JUDGE OF 
FAMILY COURT.—The chief judge of the Supe-
rior Court shall designate one of the judges 
assigned to the Family Court of the Superior 
Court to serve as the presiding judge of the 
Family Court of the Superior Court. 

‘‘(d) JURISDICTION DESCRIBED.—The Family 
Court shall have original jurisdiction over 
the actions, applications, determinations, 
adjudications, and proceedings described in 
section 11–1101.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 
9.—Section 11–906(b), District of Columbia 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘the Family 
Court and’’ before ‘‘the various divisions’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 
11.—(1) The heading for chapter 11 of title 11, 
District of Columbia, is amended by striking 
‘‘FAMILY DIVISION’’ and inserting ‘‘FAMILY 
COURT’’. 

(2) The item relating to chapter 11 in the 
table of chapters for title 11, District of Co-
lumbia, is amended by striking ‘‘FAMILY DI-
VISION’’ and inserting ‘‘FAMILY COURT’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 16.— 
(1) CALCULATION OF CHILD SUPPORT.—Sec-

tion 16–916.1(o)(6), District of Columbia Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘Family Division’’ 

and inserting ‘‘Family Court of the Superior 
Court’’. 

(2) EXPEDITED JUDICIAL HEARING OF CASES 
BROUGHT BEFORE HEARING COMMISSIONERS.— 
Section 16–924, District of Columbia Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘Family Division’’ each 
place it appears in subsections (a) and (f) and 
inserting ‘‘Family Court’’. 

(3) GENERAL REFERENCES TO PROCEEDINGS.— 
Chapter 23 of title 16, District of Columbia 
Code, is amended by inserting after section 
16–2301 the following new section: 

‘‘§ 16–2301.1. References deemed to refer to 
Family Court of the Superior Court. 
‘‘Any reference in this chapter or any 

other Federal or District of Columbia law, 
Executive order, rule, regulation, delegation 
of authority, or any document of or per-
taining to the Family Division of the Supe-
rior Court of the District of Columbia shall 
be deemed to refer to the Family Court of 
the Superior Court of the District of Colum-
bia.’’. 

(4) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subchapter I of chapter 23 of 
title 16, District of Columbia, is amended by 
inserting after the item relating to section 
16–2301 the following new item: 

‘‘16–2301.1. References deemed to refer to 
Family Court of the Superior 
Court.’’. 

SEC. 3. APPOINTMENT AND ASSIGNMENT OF 
JUDGES; NUMBER AND QUALIFICA-
TIONS. 

(a) NUMBER OF JUDGES FOR FAMILY COURT; 
QUALIFICATIONS AND TERMS OF SERVICE.— 
Chapter 9 of title 11, District of Columbia 
Code, is amended by inserting after section 
11–908 the following new section: 

‘‘§ 11–908A. Special rules regarding assign-
ment and service of judges of Family Court. 
‘‘(a) NUMBER OF JUDGES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The number of judges 

serving on the Family Court of the Superior 
Court at any time may not be less than 12 or 
more than 15. 

‘‘(2) REPORT.—The total number of judges 
on the Superior Court may exceed the limit 
on such judges to the extent necessary to 
maintain the requirements of this subsection 
if the chief judge of the Superior Court— 

‘‘(A) obtains the approval of the Joint 
Committee on Judicial Administration; and 

‘‘(B) reports to Congress regarding the cir-
cumstances that gave rise to the necessity to 
exceed the cap. 

‘‘(b) QUALIFICATIONS.—The chief judge may 
not assign an individual to serve on the 
Family Court of the Superior Court unless— 

‘‘(1) the individual has training or exper-
tise in family law; 

‘‘(2) the individual certifies to the chief 
judge that the individual intends to serve 
the full term of service, except that this 
paragraph shall not apply with respect to in-
dividuals serving as senior judges under sec-
tion 11–1504 and individuals serving as tem-
porary judges under section 11–908; 

‘‘(3) the individual certifies to the chief 
judge that the individual will participate in 
the ongoing training programs carried out 
for judges of the Family Court under section 
11–1104(c); and 

‘‘(4) the individual meets the requirements 
of section 11–1732A(b). 

‘‘(c) TERM OF SERVICE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) SERVING JUDGES.—An individual as-

signed to serve as a judge of the Family 
Court of the Superior Court who is serving as 
a judge in the Superior Court on the date of 
the enactment of the District of Columbia 
Family Court Act of 2001 shall serve for a 
term of not fewer than 3 years as determined 
by the chief judge of the Superior Court (in-
cluding any consecutive period of service on 
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the Family Division of the Superior Court 
immediately preceding the date of the enact-
ment of such Act). 

‘‘(B) NEW JUDGES.—An individual assigned 
to serve as a judge of the Family Court of 
the Superior Court who is not serving as a 
judge in the Superior Court on the date of 
the enactment of the District of Columbia 
Family Court Act of 2001 shall serve for a 
term of 5 years. 

‘‘(2) ASSIGNMENT FOR ADDITIONAL SERVICE.— 
After the term of service of a judge of the 
Family Court (as described in paragraph (1)) 
expires, at the judge’s request the judge may 
be assigned for additional service on the 
Family Court for a period of such duration 
(consistent with section 431(c) of the District 
of Columbia Home Rule Act) as the chief 
judge may provide. 

‘‘(3) PERMITTING SERVICE ON FAMILY COURT 
FOR ENTIRE TERM.—At the request of the 
judge, a judge may serve as a judge of the 
Family Court for the judge’s entire term of 
service as a judge of the Superior Court 
under section 431(c) of the District of Colum-
bia Home Rule Act. 

‘‘(d) REASSIGNMENT TO OTHER DIVISIONS.— 
The chief judge may reassign a judge of the 
Family Court to any division of the Superior 
Court if the chief judge determines that the 
judge is unable, for cause, to continue serv-
ing in the Family Court.’’. 

(b) PLAN FOR FAMILY COURT TRANSITION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the chief judge of the Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia shall prepare and sub-
mit to the President and Congress a transi-
tion plan for the Family Court of the Supe-
rior Court, and shall include in the plan the 
following: 

(A) The chief judge’s determination of the 
role and function of the presiding judge of 
the Family Court. 

(B) The chief judge’s determination of the 
number of judges needed to serve on the 
Family Court. 

(C) The chief judge’s determination of the 
number of magistrate judges of the Family 
Court needed for appointment under section 
11–1732, District of Columbia Code. 

(D) The chief judge’s determination of the 
appropriate functions of such magistrate 
judges, together with the compensation of 
and other personnel matters pertaining to 
such magistrate judges. 

(E) A plan for case flow, case management, 
and staffing needs (including the needs for 
both judicial and nonjudicial personnel) for 
the Family Court. 

(F) A plan for space, equipment, and other 
physical plant needs and requirements dur-
ing the transition, as determined in con-
sultation with the Administrator of General 
Services. 

(G) An analysis of the success of the use of 
magistrate judges under the expedited ap-
pointment procedures established under sec-
tion 6(d) in reducing the number of pending 
actions and proceedings within the jurisdic-
tion of the Family Court (as described in sec-
tion 11–902(d), District of Columbia, as 
amended by subsection (a)). 

(H) Consistent with the requirements of 
paragraph (2), a proposal for the disposition 
or transfer to the Family Court of actions 
and proceedings within the jurisdiction of 
the Family Court as of the date of the enact-
ment of this Act (together with actions and 
proceedings described in section 11–1101, Dis-
trict of Columbia Code, which were initiated 
in the Family Division but remain pending 
in other Divisions of the Superior Court as of 
such date) in a manner consistent with appli-
cable Federal and District of Columbia law 
and best practices, including best practices 
developed by the American Bar Association 

and the National Council of Juvenile and 
Family Court Judges. 

(2) IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSAL FOR 
TRANSFER OR DISPOSITION OF ACTIONS AND 
PROCEEDINGS TO FAMILY COURT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The chief judge of the Su-
perior Court and the presiding judge of the 
Family Court shall take such steps as may 
be required as provided in the proposal for 
disposition of actions and proceedings under 
paragraph (1)(H) to ensure that each action 
or proceeding within the jurisdiction of the 
Family Court of the Superior Court (as de-
scribed in section 11–902(d), District of Co-
lumbia Code, as amended by subsection (a)) 
is transferred to the Family Court or other-
wise disposed of as provided in subparagraph 
(B). The requirement of this subparagraph 
shall not apply to an action or proceeding 
pending before a senior judge as defined in 
section 11–1504, District of Columbia Code. 

(B) DEADLINE.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act, no action or proceeding 
which is within the jurisdiction of the Fam-
ily Court (as described in section 11–902(d), 
District of Columbia Code, as amended by 
subsection (a)) shall remain pending with a 
judge not serving on the Family Court upon 
the expiration of 18 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(C) PROGRESS REPORTS.—The chief judge of 
the Superior Court shall report to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of each House, the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs of the 
Senate, and the Committee on Government 
Reform of the House of Representatives 6 
months and 12 months after the date of en-
actment of this Act on the progress made to-
wards disposing of actions or proceedings de-
scribed in subparagraph (B). 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF 
PLAN.—The chief judge of the Superior Court 
may not take any action to implement the 
transition plan under this subsection until 
the expiration of the 30-day period which be-
gins on the date the chief judge submits the 
plan to the President and Congress under 
paragraph (1). 

(c) TRANSITION TO REQUIRED NUMBER OF 
JUDGES.— 

(1) ANALYSIS BY CHIEF JUDGE OF SUPERIOR 
COURT.—The chief judge of the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia shall in-
clude in the transition plan prepared under 
subsection (b)— 

(A) the chief judge’s determination of the 
number of individuals serving as judges of 
the Superior Court who meet the qualifica-
tions for judges of the Family Court of the 
Superior Court under section 11–908A, Dis-
trict of Columbia Code (as added by sub-
section (a)); and 

(B) if the chief judge determines that the 
number of individuals described in subpara-
graph (A) is less than 15, a request that the 
Judicial Nomination Commission recruit and 
the President nominate (in accordance with 
section 433 of the District of Columbia Home 
Rule Act) such additional number of individ-
uals to serve on the Superior Court who 
meet the qualifications for judges of the 
Family Court under such section as may be 
required to enable the chief judge to make 
the required number of assignments. 

(2) ROLE OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA JUDICIAL 
NOMINATION COMMISSION.—For purposes of 
section 434(d)(1) of the District of Columbia 
Home Rule Act, the submission of a request 
from the chief judge of the Superior Court of 
the District of Columbia under paragraph 
(1)(B) shall be deemed to create a number of 
vacancies in the position of judge of the Su-
perior Court equal to the number of addi-
tional appointments so requested by the 
chief judge, except that the deadline for the 
submission by the District of Columbia Judi-
cial Nomination Commission of nominees to 

fill such vacancies shall be 90 days after the 
creation of such vacancies. In carrying out 
this paragraph, the District of Columbia Ju-
dicial Nomination Commission shall recruit 
individuals for possible nomination and ap-
pointment to the Superior Court who meet 
the qualifications for judges of the Family 
Court of the Superior Court. 

(d) REPORT BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General shall prepare and 
submit to Congress and the chief judge of the 
Superior Court of the District of Columbia a 
report on the implementation of this Act (in-
cluding the transition plan under subsection 
(b)), and shall include in the report the fol-
lowing: 

(A) An analysis of the procedures used to 
make the initial appointments of judges of 
the Family Court under this Act and the 
amendments made by this Act, including an 
analysis of the time required to make such 
appointments and the effect of the qualifica-
tion requirements for judges of the Court (in-
cluding requirements relating to the length 
of service on the Court) on the time required 
to make such appointments. 

(B) An analysis of the impact of magistrate 
judges for the Family Court (including the 
expedited initial appointment of magistrate 
judges for the Court under section 6(d)) on 
the workload of judges and other personnel 
of the Court. 

(C) An analysis of the number of judges 
needed for the Family Court, including an 
analysis of how the number may be affected 
by the qualification requirements for judges, 
the availability of magistrate judges, and 
other provisions of this Act or the amend-
ments made by this Act. 

(2) SUBMISSION TO CHIEF JUDGE OF SUPERIOR 
COURT.—Prior to submitting the report under 
paragraph (1) to Congress, the Comptroller 
General shall provide a preliminary version 
of the report to the chief judge of the Supe-
rior Court and shall take any comments and 
recommendations of the chief judge into con-
sideration in preparing the final version of 
the report. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The first 
sentence of section 11–908(a), District of Co-
lumbia Code, is amended by striking ‘‘The 
chief judge’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to sec-
tion 11–908A, the chief judge’’. 

(f) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 9 of title 11, District of 
Columbia Code, is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 11–908 the 
following new item: 
‘‘11–908A. Special rules regarding assignment 

and service of judges of Family 
Court.’’. 

SEC. 4. IMPROVING ADMINISTRATION OF CASES 
AND PROCEEDINGS IN FAMILY 
COURT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 11 of title 11, Dis-
trict of Columbia, is amended by striking 
section 1101 and inserting the following: 
‘‘§ 11–1101. Jurisdiction of the Family Court. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Family Court of the 
District of Columbia shall be assigned and 
have original jurisdiction over— 

‘‘(1) actions for divorce from the bond of 
marriage and legal separation from bed and 
board, including proceedings incidental 
thereto for alimony, pendente lite and per-
manent, and for support and custody of 
minor children; 

‘‘(2) applications for revocation of divorce 
from bed and board; 

‘‘(3) actions to enforce support of any per-
son as required by law; 

‘‘(4) actions seeking custody of minor chil-
dren, including petitions for writs of habeas 
corpus; 

‘‘(5) actions to declare marriages void; 
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‘‘(6) actions to declare marriages valid; 
‘‘(7) actions for annulments of marriage; 
‘‘(8) determinations and adjudications of 

property rights, both real and personal, in 
any action referred to in this section, irre-
spective of any jurisdictional limitation im-
posed on the Superior Court; 

‘‘(9) proceedings in adoption; 
‘‘(10) proceedings under the Act of July 10, 

1957 (D.C. Code, secs. 30–301 to 30–324); 
‘‘(11) proceedings to determine paternity of 

any child born out of wedlock; 
‘‘(12) civil proceedings for protection in-

volving intrafamily offenses, instituted pur-
suant to chapter 10 of title 16; 

‘‘(13) proceedings in which a child, as de-
fined in section 16–2301, is alleged to be delin-
quent, neglected, or in need of supervision; 

‘‘(14) proceedings under chapter 5 of title 21 
relating to the commitment of the mentally 
ill; 

‘‘(15) proceedings under chapter 11 of title 
21 relating to the commitment of the sub-
stantially retarded; and 

‘‘(16) proceedings under Interstate Compact 
on Juveniles (described in title IV of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Court Reform and Crimi-
nal Procedure Act of 1970). 

‘‘(b) DEFINITION.—In this chapter, the term 
‘action or proceeding’ with respect to the 
Family Court refers to cause of action de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) through (16) of sub-
section (a). 
‘‘§ 11–1102. Use of alternative dispute resolu-

tion. 
‘‘To the greatest extent practicable and 

safe, cases and proceedings in the Family 
Court of the Superior Court shall be resolved 
through alternative dispute resolution proce-
dures, in accordance with such rules as the 
Superior Court may promulgate. 
‘‘§ 11–1103. Standards of practice for ap-

pointed counsel. 
‘‘The Superior Court shall establish stand-

ards of practice for attorneys appointed as 
counsel in the Family Court of the Superior 
Court. 
‘‘§ 11–1104. Administration. 

‘‘(a) ‘ONE FAMILY, ONE JUDGE’ REQUIRE-
MENT FOR CASES AND PROCEEDINGS.—To the 
greatest extent practicable and feasible, if 
an individual who is a party to an action or 
proceeding assigned to the Family Court has 
an immediate family or household member 
who is a party to another action or pro-
ceeding assigned to the Family Court, the in-
dividual’s action or proceeding shall be as-
signed to the same judge or magistrate judge 
to whom the immediate family member’s ac-
tion or proceeding is assigned. 

‘‘(b) RETENTION OF JURISDICTION OVER 
CASES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the re-
quirement of subsection (a), any action or 
proceeding assigned to the Family Court of 
the Superior Court shall remain under the 
jurisdiction of the Family Court until the 
action or proceeding is finally disposed. 

‘‘(2) ONE FAMILY, ONE JUDGE.— 
‘‘(A) FOR THE DURATION.—An action or pro-

ceeding assigned pursuant to this subsection 
shall remain with the judge or magistrate 
judge to whom the action or proceeding is 
assigned for the duration of the action or 
proceeding to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, feasible, and lawful. 

‘‘(B) ALL CASES INVOLVING AN INDIVIDUAL.— 
If an individual who is a party to an action 
or proceeding assigned to the Family Court 
becomes a party to another action or pro-
ceeding assigned to the Family Court, the in-
dividual’s subsequent action or proceeding 
shall be assigned to the same judge or mag-
istrate judge to whom the individual’s initial 
action or proceeding is assigned to the great-
est extent practicable, feasible, and lawful. 

‘‘(C) REASSIGNMENT.—If the judge to whom 
the action or proceeding is assigned ceases to 
serve on the Family Court prior to the final 
disposition of the action or proceeding, the 
presiding judge of the Family Court shall en-
sure that the matter or proceeding is reas-
signed to a judge serving on the Family 
Court, except that a judge who ceases to 
serve in Family Court but remains in Supe-
rior Court may retain the case or proceeding 
for not more than 6 months after ceasing to 
serve if such retention is in the best inter-
ests of the parties. 

‘‘(3) STANDARDS OF JUDICIAL ETHICS.—The 
actions of a judge or magistrate judge in re-
taining an action or proceeding under this 
paragraph shall be subject to applicable 
standards of judicial ethics. 

‘‘(c) TRAINING PROGRAM.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The presiding judge of 

the Family Court shall carry out an ongoing 
program to provide training in family law 
and related matters for judges of the Family 
Court, including magistrate judges, attor-
neys who practice in the Family Court, and 
appropriate nonjudicial personnel, and shall 
include in the program information and in-
struction regarding the following: 

‘‘(A) Child development. 
‘‘(B) Family dynamics, including domestic 

violence. 
‘‘(C) Relevant Federal and District of Co-

lumbia laws. 
‘‘(D) Permanency planning principles and 

practices. 
‘‘(E) Recognizing the risk factors for child 

abuse. 
‘‘(F) Any other matters the presiding judge 

considers appropriate. 
‘‘(2) USE OF CROSS-TRAINING.—The program 

carried out under this section shall use the 
resources of lawyers and legal professionals, 
social workers, and experts in the field of 
child development and other related fields. 

‘‘(d) ACCESSIBILITY OF MATERIALS, SERV-
ICES, AND PROCEEDINGS; PROMOTION OF ‘FAM-
ILY-FRIENDLY’ ENVIRONMENT.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To the greatest extent 
practicable, the presiding judge of the Fam-
ily Court shall ensure that the materials and 
services provided by the Family Court are 
understandable and accessible to the individ-
uals and families served by the Court, and 
that the Court carries out its duties in a 
manner which reflects the special needs of 
families with children. 

‘‘(2) LOCATION OF PROCEEDINGS.—To the 
maximum extent feasible, safe, and prac-
ticable, cases and proceedings in the Family 
Court shall be conducted at locations readily 
accessible to the parties involved. 

‘‘(e) INTEGRATED COMPUTERIZED CASE 
TRACKING AND MANAGEMENT SYSTEM.—The 
Executive Officer of the District of Columbia 
courts under section 11–1703 shall work with 
the chief judge of the Superior Court— 

‘‘(1) to ensure that all records and mate-
rials of cases and proceedings in the Family 
Court are stored and maintained in elec-
tronic format accessible by computers for 
the use of judges, magistrate judges, and 
nonjudicial personnel of the Family Court, 
and for the use of other appropriate offices of 
the District government in accordance with 
the plan for integrating computer systems 
prepared by the Mayor of the District of Co-
lumbia under section 4(b) of the District of 
Columbia Family Court Act of 2001; 

‘‘(2) to establish and operate an electronic 
tracking and management system for cases 
and proceedings in the Family Court for the 
use of judges and nonjudicial personnel of 
the Family Court, using the records and ma-
terials stored and maintained pursuant to 
paragraph (1); and 

‘‘(3) to expand such system to cover all di-
visions of the Superior Court as soon as prac-
ticable. 

‘‘§ 11–1105. Social services and other related 
services. 
‘‘(a) ON-SITE COORDINATION OF SERVICES 

AND INFORMATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Mayor of the Dis-

trict of Columbia, in consultation with the 
chief judge of the Superior Court, shall en-
sure that representatives of the appropriate 
offices of the District government which pro-
vide social services and other related serv-
ices to individuals and families served by the 
Family Court (including the District of Co-
lumbia Public Schools, the District of Co-
lumbia Housing Authority, the Child and 
Family Services Agency, the Office of the 
Corporation Counsel, the Metropolitan Po-
lice Department, the Department of Health, 
and other offices determined by the Mayor) 
are available on-site at the Family Court to 
coordinate the provision of such services and 
information regarding such services to such 
individuals and families. 

‘‘(2) DUTIES OF HEADS OF OFFICES.—The 
head of each office described in paragraph 
(1), including the Superintendent of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools and the Di-
rector of the District of Columbia Housing 
Authority, shall provide the Mayor with 
such information, assistance, and services as 
the Mayor may require to carry out such 
paragraph. 

‘‘(b) APPOINTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES LI-
AISON WITH FAMILY COURT.—The Mayor of 
the District of Columbia shall appoint an in-
dividual to serve as a liaison between the 
Family Court and the District government 
for purposes of subsection (a) and for coordi-
nating the delivery of services provided by 
the District government with the activities 
of the Family Court and for providing infor-
mation to the judges, magistrate judges, and 
nonjudicial personnel of the Court regarding 
the services available from the District gov-
ernment to the individuals and families 
served by the Court. The Mayor shall provide 
on an ongoing basis information to the chief 
judge of the Superior Court and the presiding 
judge of the Family Court regarding the 
services of the District government which 
are available for the individuals and families 
served by the Family Court. 
‘‘§ 11–1106. Reports to Congress. 

‘‘Not later than 90 days after the end of 
each calendar year, the chief judge of the Su-
perior Court shall submit a report to Con-
gress on the activities of the Family Court 
during the year, and shall include in the re-
port the following: 

‘‘(1) The chief judge’s assessment of the 
productivity and success of the use of alter-
native dispute resolution pursuant to section 
11–1102. 

‘‘(2) Goals and timetables as required by 
the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 
to improve the Family Court’s performance 
in the following year. 

‘‘(3) Information on the extent to which 
the Court met deadlines and standards appli-
cable under Federal and District of Columbia 
law to the review and disposition of actions 
and proceedings under the Court’s jurisdic-
tion during the year. 

‘‘(4) Information on the progress made in 
establishing locations and appropriate space 
for the Family Court that are consistent 
with the mission of the Family Court until 
such time as the locations and space are es-
tablished. 

‘‘(5) Information on any factors which are 
not under the control of the Family Court 
which interfere with or prevent the Court 
from carrying out its responsibilities in the 
most effective manner possible. 

‘‘(6) Based on outcome measures derived 
through the use of the information stored in 
electronic format under section 11–1104(d), an 
analysis of the Court’s efficiency and effec-
tiveness in managing its case load during the 
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year, including an analysis of the time re-
quired to dispose of actions and proceedings 
among the various categories of the Court’s 
jurisdiction, as prescribed by applicable law 
and best practices, including (but not limited 
to) best practices developed by the American 
Bar Association and the National Council of 
Juvenile and Family Court Judges. 

‘‘(7) If the Court failed to meet the dead-
lines, standards, and outcome measures de-
scribed in the previous paragraphs, a pro-
posed remedial action plan to address the 
failure.’’. 

(b) EXPEDITED APPEALS FOR CERTAIN FAM-
ILY COURT ACTIONS AND PROCEEDINGS.—Sec-
tion 11–721, District of Columbia Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(g) Any appeal from an order of the Fam-
ily Court of the District of Columbia termi-
nating parental rights or granting or deny-
ing a petition to adopt shall receive expe-
dited review by the District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals and shall be certified by the 
appellant. An oral hearing on appeal shall be 
deemed to be waived unless specifically re-
quested by a party to the appeal.’’. 

(c) PLAN FOR INTEGRATING COMPUTER SYS-
TEMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Mayor of the District of Columbia shall 
submit to the President and Congress a plan 
for integrating the computer systems of the 
District government with the computer sys-
tems of the Superior Court of the District of 
Columbia so that the Family Court of the 
Superior Court and the appropriate offices of 
the District government which provide social 
services and other related services to indi-
viduals and families served by the Family 
Court of the Superior Court (including the 
District of Columbia Public Schools, the Dis-
trict of Columbia Housing Authority, the 
Child and Family Services Agency, the Of-
fice of the Corporation Counsel, the Metro-
politan Police Department, the Department 
of Health, and other offices determined by 
the Mayor) will be able to access and share 
information on the individuals and families 
served by the Family Court. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Mayor of the District of Columbia such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out para-
graph (1). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 11 of title 11, District of 
Columbia Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new items: 
‘‘11–1102. Use of alternative dispute resolu-

tion. 
‘‘11–1103. Standards of practice for appointed 

counsel. 
‘‘11–1104. Administration. 
‘‘11–1105. Social services and other related 

services. 
‘‘11–1106. Reports to Congress.’’. 
SEC. 5. TREATMENT OF HEARING COMMIS-

SIONERS AS MAGISTRATE JUDGES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) REDESIGNATION OF TITLE.—Section 11– 

1732, District of Columbia Code, is amended— 
(A) by striking ‘‘hearing commissioners’’ 

each place it appears in subsection (a), sub-
section (b), subsection (d), subsection (i), 
subsection (l), and subsection (n) and insert-
ing ‘‘magistrate judges’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘hearing commissioner’’ 
each place it appears in subsection (b), sub-
section (c), subsection (e), subsection (f), 
subsection (g), subsection (h), and subsection 
(j) and inserting ‘‘magistrate judge’’; 

(C) by striking ‘‘hearing commissioner’s’’ 
each place it appears in subsection (e) and 
subsection (k) and inserting ‘‘magistrate 
judge’s’’; 

(D) by striking ‘‘Hearing commissioners’’ 
each place it appears in subsections (b), (d), 
and (i) and inserting ‘‘Magistrate judges’’; 
and 

(E) in the heading, by striking ‘‘Hearing 
commissioners’’ and inserting ‘‘Magistrate 
Judges’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(A) Section 
11–1732(c)(3), District of Columbia Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘, except that’’ and all 
that follows and inserting a period. 

(B) Section 16–924, District of Columbia 
Code, is amended— 

(i) by striking ‘‘hearing commissioner’’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘mag-
istrate judge’’; and 

(ii) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘hearing 
commissioner’s’’ and inserting ‘‘magistrate 
judge’s’’. 

(3) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The item relat-
ing to section 11–1732 of the table of sections 
of chapter 17 of title 11, D.C. Code, is amend-
ed to read as follows: 
‘‘11–1732. Magistrate judges.’’. 

(b) TRANSITION PROVISION REGARDING 
HEARING COMMISSIONERS.—Any individual 
serving as a hearing commissioner under sec-
tion 11–1732 of the District of Columbia Code 
as of the date of the enactment of this Act 
shall serve the remainder of such individ-
ual’s term as a magistrate judge, and may be 
reappointed as a magistrate judge in accord-
ance with section 11–1732(d), District of Co-
lumbia Code, except that any individual 
serving as a hearing commissioner as of the 
date of the enactment of this Act who was 
appointed as a hearing commissioner prior to 
the effective date of section 11–1732 of the 
District of Columbia Code shall not be re-
quired to be a resident of the District of Co-
lumbia to be eligible to be reappointed. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 6. SPECIAL RULES FOR MAGISTRATE 

JUDGES OF FAMILY COURT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 17 of title 11, Dis-

trict of Columbia Code, is amended by in-
serting after section 11–1732 the following 
new section: 
‘‘§ 11–1732A. Special rules for magistrate 

judges of the Family Court of the Superior 
Court. 
‘‘(a) USE OF SOCIAL WORKERS IN ADVISORY 

MERIT SELECTION PANEL.—The advisory se-
lection merit panel used in the selection of 
magistrate judges for the Family Court of 
the Superior Court under section 11–1732(b) 
shall include certified social workers special-
izing in child welfare matters who are resi-
dents of the District and who are not em-
ployees of the District of Columbia Courts. 

‘‘(b) SPECIAL QUALIFICATIONS.—Notwith-
standing section 11–1732(c), no individual 
shall be appointed as a magistrate judge for 
the Family Court of the Superior Court un-
less that individual— 

‘‘(1) is a citizen of the United States; 
‘‘(2) is an active member of the unified Dis-

trict of Columbia Bar; 
‘‘(3) for the 5 years immediately preceding 

the appointment has been engaged in the ac-
tive practice of law in the District, has been 
on the faculty of a law school in the District, 
or has been employed as a lawyer by the 
United States or District government, or any 
combination thereof; 

‘‘(4) has not fewer than 3 years of training 
or experience in the practice of family law; 
and 

‘‘(5)(A) is a bona fide resident of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and has maintained an ac-
tual place of abode in the District for at 
least 90 days immediately prior to appoint-
ment, and retains such residency during 
service as a magistrate judge; or 

‘‘(B) is a bona fide resident of the areas 
consisting of Montgomery and Prince 

George’s Counties in Maryland, Arlington 
and Fairfax Counties, and the City of Alex-
andria in Virginia, has maintained an actual 
place of abode in such area for at least 5 
years prior to appointment, and certifies 
that the individual will become a bona fide 
resident of the District of Columbia not later 
than 90 days after appointment. 

‘‘(c) SERVICE OF CURRENT HEARING COMMIS-
SIONERS.—Those individuals serving as hear-
ing commissioners under section 11–1732 on 
the effective date of this section who meet 
the qualifications described in subsection 
(b)(4) may request to be appointed as mag-
istrate judges for the Family Court of the 
Superior Court under such section. 

‘‘(d) FUNCTIONS.—A magistrate judge, when 
specifically designated by the presiding 
judge of the Family Court of the Superior 
Court, and subject to the rules of the Supe-
rior Court and the right of review under sec-
tion 11–1732(k), may perform the following 
functions: 

‘‘(1) Administer oaths and affirmations and 
take acknowledgements. 

‘‘(2) Subject to the rules of the Superior 
Court and applicable Federal and District of 
Columbia law, conduct hearings, make find-
ings and enter interim and final orders or 
judgments in uncontested or contested pro-
ceedings within the jurisdiction of the Fam-
ily Court of the Superior Court (as described 
in section 11–1101), excluding jury trials and 
trials of felony cases, as assigned by the pre-
siding judge of the Family Court. 

‘‘(3) Subject to the rules of the Superior 
Court, enter an order punishing an indi-
vidual for contempt, except that no indi-
vidual may be detained pursuant to the au-
thority of this paragraph for longer than 180 
days. 

‘‘(e) LOCATION OF PROCEEDINGS.—To the 
maximum extent feasible, safe, and prac-
ticable, magistrate judges of the Family 
Court of the Superior Court shall conduct 
proceedings at locations readily accessible to 
the parties involved. 

‘‘(f) TRAINING.—The Family Court of the 
Superior Court shall ensure that all mag-
istrate judges of the Family Court receive 
training to enable them to fulfill their re-
sponsibilities, including specialized training 
in family law and related matters.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 
11–1732(a), District of Columbia Code, is 
amended by inserting after ‘‘the duties enu-
merated in subsection (j) of this section’’ the 
following: ‘‘(or, in the case of magistrate 
judges for the Family Court of the Superior 
Court, the duties enumerated in section 11– 
1732A(d))’’. 

(2) Section 11–1732(c), District of Columbia 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘No indi-
vidual’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in 
section 11–1732A(b), no individual’’. 

(3) Section 11–1732(k), District of Columbia 
Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘subsection (j),’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘subsection (j) (or pro-
ceedings and hearings under section 11– 
1732A(d), in the case of magistrate judges for 
the Family Court of the Superior Court),’’; 
and 

(B) by inserting after ‘‘appropriate divi-
sion’’ the following: ‘‘(or, in the case of an 
order or judgment of a magistrate judge of 
the Family Court of the Superior Court, by 
a judge of the Family Court)’’. 

(4) Section 11–1732(l), District of Columbia 
Code, is amended by inserting after ‘‘respon-
sibilities’’ the following: ‘‘(subject to the re-
quirements of section 11–1732A(f) in the case 
of magistrate judges of the Family Court of 
the Superior Court)’’. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subchapter II of chapter 17 of 
title 11, District of Columbia, is amended by 
inserting after the item relating to section 
11–1732 the following new item: 
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‘‘11–1732A. Special rules for magistrate 

judges of Family Court of the 
Superior Court.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(2) EXPEDITED INITIAL APPOINTMENTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the chief judge of the Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia shall appoint not more 
than 5 individuals to serve as magistrate 
judges for the Family Division of the Supe-
rior Court in accordance with the require-
ments of sections 11–1732 and 11–1732A, Dis-
trict of Columbia Code (as added by sub-
section (a)). 

(B) APPOINTMENTS MADE WITHOUT REGARD 
TO SELECTION PANEL.—Sections 11–1732(b) and 
11–1732A(a), District of Columbia Code (as 
added by subsection (a)) shall not apply with 
respect to any magistrate judge appointed 
under this paragraph. 

(C) PRIORITY FOR CERTAIN ACTIONS AND PRO-
CEEDINGS.—The chief judge of the Superior 
Court and the presiding judge of the Family 
Division of the Superior Court (acting joint-
ly) shall first assign and transfer to the mag-
istrate judges appointed under this para-
graph actions and proceedings described as 
follows: 

(i) The action or proceeding involves an al-
legation of abuse or neglect. 

(ii) The judge to whom the action or pro-
ceeding is assigned as of the date of the en-
actment of this Act is not assigned to the 
Family Division. 

(iii) The action or proceeding was initiated 
in the Family Division prior to the 2-year pe-
riod which ends on the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 7. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING BOR-

DER AGREEMENT WITH MARYLAND 
AND VIRGINIA. 

It is the sense of Congress that the State of 
Maryland, the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
and the District of Columbia should prompt-
ly enter into a border agreement to facilitate 
the timely and safe placement of children in 
the District of Columbia’s welfare system in 
foster and kinship homes and other facilities 
in Maryland and Virginia. 
SEC. 8. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 

USE OF COURT APPOINTED SPECIAL 
ADVOCATES. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the Chief 
Judge of the Superior Court and the Pre-
siding Judge of the Family Division should 
take all steps necessary to encourage and 
support the use of Court Appointed Special 
Advocates (CASA) in family court actions or 
proceedings. 
SEC. 9. INTERIM REPORTS. 

Not later than 12 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the chief judge of the 
Superior Court and the presiding judge of the 
Family Court— 

(1) in consultation with the General Serv-
ices Administration, shall submit to Con-
gress a feasibility study for the construction 
of appropriate permanent courts and facili-
ties for the Family Court; and 

(2) shall submit to Congress an analysis of 
the success of the use of magistrate judges 
under the expedited appointment procedures 
established under section 6(d) in reducing the 
number of pending actions and proceedings 
within the jurisdiction of the Family Court 
(as described in section 11–902(d), District of 
Columbia). 
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Courts of the District of Columbia and 
the District of Columbia such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the amendments 
made by this Act. 

SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
The amendments made by section 4 shall 

take effect upon the expiration of the 18 
month period which begins on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself 
and Mr. ROBERTS): 

S. 1383. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify the 
treatment of incentive stock options 
and employee stock purchases; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today a bill to 
support the efforts of the many compa-
nies in New York and elsewhere who 
grant stock options to their employees. 
Over the past three decades, companies 
have increasingly used stock options to 
attract and motivate employees. These 
companies give their workers the right 
to purchase company stock, at a small 
discount from the listed price, through 
Employee Stock Purchase Plans, ESPP 
and Incentive Stock Options, ISO. Em-
ployees stock ownership has been 
shown to motivate workers and en-
hance relationship between manage-
ment and workers. Indeed, for many 
workers, these plans are the only way 
to amass any assets. 

For nearly thirty years, the Internal 
Revenue Service, IRS has taken the po-
sition that income from these stock op-
tions is not subject to employment 
taxes. However, recent audits and rul-
ings on individual companies have 
raised the troubling prospect that the 
IRS may now reverse its policy. 

ESPPs and ISOs were created by Con-
gress to provide tools to build strong 
companies through increased employee 
ownership of company stock. The pur-
pose of the bipartisan bill I am intro-
ducing today, with Senator ROBERTS, is 
to clarify that it was not the intent of 
Congress to dilute these incentives by 
requiring employment tax withholding 
when the stock is purchased. While the 
IRS has in place a moratorium until 
January 1, 2003 on assessing employ-
ment taxes on stock options, we must 
take action to eliminate any uncer-
tainty for companies and workers as to 
whether options are subject to with-
holding taxes. 

Again, the legislation I am intro-
ducing would clarify that the dif-
ference between the exercise price and 
the fair market value of stock offered 
by the ISO and ESPP is excluded from 
employment taxes. In addition, wage 
withholding is not required on disquali-
fying dispositions of ISO stock or on 
the fifteen percent discount offered to 
employees by ESPPs. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in co-
sponsoring this legislation. 

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon: 
S. 1384. A bill to amend the Robert T. 

Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act to expand the 
definition of the term ‘‘Major disaster’’ 
to include an application of the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973 that souses 
severe economic hardship; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
earlier this month I went to the 
Santiam Canyon community of De-
troit. Along with my visit to Klamath 
Falls in May, it was probably one of 
the most emotional days I have had as 
a Senator. 

This beautiful community, located 
on one of Oregon’s most popular rec-
reational lakes, has been devastated by 
a combination of natural and man- 
made disasters. I stood next to one of 
the Detroit Lake marinas, which in 
past years had been the busiest spot on 
the lake, provided services to hundreds 
of boaters. I was amazed to see this 
marina was high and dry. Now there 
are only tree stumps and mud flats in 
the reservoir. Again, a result of both 
natural and man-made disasters. I 
hosted a town hall where 350 commu-
nity residents, nearly the entire popu-
lation of the City of Detroit, came to 
share their desperate concerns. 

I need to tell you what brought the 
community of Detroit, OR, to this 
point. 

Over 50 years ago, the town was 
forced by the Federal Government to 
move from its original location so that 
Detroit Dam & Reservoir could be 
built. The original city site was buried 
under several feet of water. Detroit was 
a hearty community of strong-willed 
men and women. Instead of giving up, 
they moved their community to higher 
ground, and they survived. Years later, 
the Federal Government again came to 
Detroit. Like a number of other timber 
dependent communities in Santiam 
Canyon, the timber supply from the 
surrounding Federal land was cut off 
and the mills were forced to close. 
Again, the residents of Detroit refused 
to be broken, and instead retooled 
their economy from timber to tourism. 

Now, the Federal Government is vis-
iting Detroit, Oregon again. This time, 
as a result of drought and the govern-
ment’s decision to drain Detroit Res-
ervoir, upon which that new economy 
was based, the community is once 
again facing extinction. Even with eco-
nomic losses estimated at $1.75 million, 
the Small Business Administration and 
the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency tell me that according to their 
regulations, there is no disaster in De-
troit, OR, today. 

I am here to tell you that there is a 
disaster in Detroit, it was caused by 
the Federal Government, and it should 
be made right by the Federal Govern-
ment. 

The Corps of Engineers drained De-
troit Lake this summer before it ever 
had a chance to fill. The Corps tells me 
that under a negotiated agreement 
with the Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, NMFS and other State 
and Federal agencies, it devised an op-
erating plan to drain the reservoir in 
order to meet far downstream needs for 
water quality under the Clean Water 
Act and the Endangered Species Act, 
and even to meet the power needs of 
California. Once again, the needs of 
rural communities were left out of the 
equation. 
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I hope that the Senate will work with 

me to find more effective ways of ad-
dressing drought. Detroit Lake is the 
prime example of how Federal pro-
grams fail to prepare and assist non-ag-
ricultural communities through 
drought disasters. This must change. 
The Federal Government must engage 
the States in preparing comprehensive 
drought contingency plans that address 
all those who are affected, agricultural 
and non-agricultural communities 
alike. 

Areas like Detroit Lake and the 
Klamath Basin also portray in bold 
proportion the Federal Government’s 
failure to take responsibility for its 
own actions, actions it deems nec-
essary to meet environmental goals. I 
do not believe, however, that commit-
ment to shared environmental values 
means leaving dustbowls, wastelands, 
and paralyzed communities in the 
wake of Federal actions. There must be 
a better way. 

Therefore, I am introducing legisla-
tion today that would qualify govern-
ment-induced disasters for Disaster re-
lief under the same guidelines as nat-
ural disasters. It seems only fitting 
that if the Government causes the dis-
aster, it should provide the same relief 
as when nature causes the problem. 

I understand our environmental 
ethic, and I believe in our environ-
mental stewardship obligations. But I 
know that I am not alone when I say 
this Government of the people and by 
the people, must also be for the people. 
Including those people hurting in De-
troit, OR, today. 

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself 
and Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. 1385. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior, pursuant to the 
provisions of the Reclamation Waste-
water and Groundwater Study and Fa-
cilities Act to participate in the de-
sign, planning, and construction of the 
Lakehaven water reclamation project 
for the reclamation and reuse of water; 
to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce important leg-
islation to improving the capacity and 
reliability of wastewater systems in 
the State of Washington. 

I thank my friend, Washington 
state’s senior Senator, PATTY MURRAY, 
who worked on this legislation in the 
last Congress and who has been a 
champion of clean water as a member 
of this body. I look forward to working 
with her as we build on those efforts in 
the years to come. 

The United States economy, the 
strongest economy in the world, is 
built on our human infrastructure and 
our physical infrastructure. We have 
among the most comprehensive air 
traffic, public transit, highway, and 
navigable waterway transportation 
systems; perhaps the most sophisti-
cated energy transmission grids and 
communication networks; and the 
most effective drinking water and 
wastewater systems in the world. 

However, in the face of the natural 
aging and deterioration of these re-
sources, combined with significant pop-
ulation growth, our Nation has a mas-
sive need for investment in the mainte-
nance and improvement of our re-
sources. Our Nation’s economic health, 
and literally the physical health of our 
constituents, depends on that invest-
ment. 

In March, the American Society of 
Civil Engineers released a ‘‘Report 
Card for America’s Infrastructure.’’ 
After an extensive survey of the Na-
tion’s infrastructure, the group of pro-
fessionals perhaps most familiar with 
the technical capabilities of the roads, 
bridges, dams, runways, and water 
treatment plants, gave our Nation a 
cumulative grade of D+. The group es-
timated that our Nation needs to in-
vest $1.3 trillion over the next five 
years to bring our infrastructure up to 
the standards that keep our overall 
economy out of the gridlock that has 
gripped many of our metropolitan 
areas, that will keep our families safe, 
and that simply befits the nature of 
this great Nation in striving to be the 
best in the world. 

The legislation that my colleague 
and I are introducing today addresses 
only a small piece of this infrastruc-
ture, but it is nonetheless important in 
addressing the growth of our region 
and the impacts of that growth on the 
water systems of one part of Wash-
ington. This legislation will authorize 
one project, in one area of our state, 
but it is essential to maintaining water 
quality in the Puget Sound region for 
fish habitat, for wetland restoration, 
and for meeting the growing demands 
for water in the many communities 
served by the Lakehaven Utility Dis-
trict. 

Since 1972 the Federal Government 
has spent about $73 billion on waste-
water treatment programs. That’s cer-
tainly no minor contribution, and we 
have made progress, the elimination of 
nearly 85 percent of wastewater. Unfor-
tunately, with aging water collection 
and treatment systems across the Na-
tion, it is still estimated that between 
35 percent and 45 percent of U.S. sur-
face waters do not meet current water- 
quality standards. Our Nation’s 16,000 
wastewater systems still face enor-
mous infrastructure funding needs. 

While last year Congress appro-
priated $1.35 billion for wastewater in-
frastructure, and another $1.35 billion 
in the legislation for fiscal year 2002 
that this body passed yesterday, EPA 
has estimated that we will need to 
spend $126 billion by 2016 to fully 
achieve secondary treatment improve-
ments of existing facilities. So we still 
have a long way to go, and I intend to 
keep working on increasing that Fed-
eral commitment with my colleagues. 

Again, the legislation that we are in-
troducing today will take steps toward 
solving some of these infrastructure 
needs in the Puget Sound area and I 
will take a moment to explain the leg-
islation. 

The Lakehaven Utility District is 
one of Washington State’s largest 
water and sewer utilities providing 10.5 
million gallons of water a day to over 
100,000 residents and numerous cor-
porate facilities in south King county 
and parts of Pierce county. The de-
mand for water from these sources has 
increased to a point that the district 
may soon exceed safe water production 
limits and has resulted in reduction of 
water levels in all local aquifers. 

The District has two secondary 
wastewater treatment plants that cur-
rently discharge more than 6 million 
gallons of water a day to Puget Sound 
and the district is certain that tech-
niques successfully used in many parts 
of this Nation to utilize reclaimed 
water to manage groundwater levels 
could be used in this region. The dis-
trict has prepared a plan to construct 
additional treatment systems at the 
two wastewater treatment plants in 
the district, to improve pipeline dis-
tribution systems for transporting 
water to the reuse areas, and systems 
to direct water back to the aquifer sys-
tem. if we make these improvements, 
the district will be able to better main-
tain stream levels during droughts and 
recharge the aquifers without using ad-
ditional surface water. 

The legislation authorizes the Bu-
reau of Reclamation to assist in the 
planning, land acquisition and con-
struction of this important water rec-
lamation project. The bill limits the 
Federal contribution to 25 percent and 
would comply with other limitations 
and obligations of the Reclamation 
Wastewater and Groundwater Study 
and Facilities Act. 

This project would begin to meet the 
needs of improving the wastewater sys-
tems serving a large segment of the 
Northwest population, and will provide 
additional protection for vital natural 
resources, using economically feasible 
and proven technologies. The Federal 
Government has a role in maintaining 
these systems and assisting in building 
additional infrastructure to handle our 
nation’s massive needs. 

Thus I urge my colleagues to join 
with us in support of this critical legis-
lation for the state of Washington and 
our Nation, I look forward to working 
with my colleagues to expeditiously 
take up and pass this bill. 

By Mr. SANTORUM: 
S. 1386. A bill to amen the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for the 
equitable operation of welfare benefit 
plans for employees, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the text of 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1386 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS; 

AMENDMENT TO 1986 CODE. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the ‘‘Employee Welfare Benefit Equity Act 
of 2001’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents; amend-

ment to 1986 Code. 
TITLE I—CERTAIN WELFARE BENEFIT 

PLANS 
Sec. 101. Modification of definition of ten-or- 

more employer plans. 
Sec. 102. Clarification of deduction limits 

for certain collectively bar-
gained plans. 

Sec. 103. Clarification of standards for sec-
tion 501(c)(9) approval. 

Sec. 104. Tax shelter provisions not to apply. 
Sec. 105. Effective dates. 

TITLE II—ENFORCEMENT PROVISIONS 
Sec. 201. Clarification of section 4976. 
Sec. 202. Effective date. 

(c) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or a 
repeal of, a section or other provision, the 
reference shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

TITLE I—CERTAIN WELFARE BENEFIT 
PLANS 

SEC. 101. MODIFICATION OF DEFINITION OF TEN- 
OR-MORE EMPLOYER PLANS. 

(a) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—Paragraph 
(6)(B) of section 419A(f) (relating to the ex-
ception for 10 or more employer plans) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
clause (i), by striking the period at the end 
of clause (ii) and inserting a comma, and by 
adding at the end the following new clauses: 

‘‘(iii) which meets the requirements of sec-
tion 505(b)(1) with respect to all benefits pro-
vided by the plan, 

‘‘(iv) which has obtained a favorable deter-
mination from the Secretary that such plan 
(or a predecessor plan) is an organization de-
scribed in section 501(c)(9), and 

‘‘(v) under which no severance pay benefit 
is provided.’’ 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF EXPERIENCE RATING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (6)(A) of sec-

tion 419A(f) (relating to the exception for 10 
or more employer plans) is amended by 
striking the second sentence and inserting 
the following: ‘‘The preceding sentence shall 
not apply to any plan which is an experience- 
rated plan.’’ 

(2) EXPERIENCE-RATED PLAN.—Section 
419A(f)(6) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) EXPERIENCE-RATED PLAN.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘experience- 
rated plan’ means a plan which determines 
contributions by individual employers on the 
basis of actual gain or loss experience. 

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION FOR GUARANTEED BENEFIT 
PLAN.— 

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘experience- 
rated plan’ shall not include a guaranteed 
benefit plan. 

‘‘(II) GUARANTEED BENEFIT PLAN.—The 
term ‘guaranteed benefit plan’ means a plan 
the benefits of which are funded with insur-
ance contracts or are otherwise determinable 
and payable to a participant without ref-
erence to, or limitation by, the amount of 
contributions to the plan attributable to any 
contributing employer. A plan shall not fail 
to be treated as a guaranteed benefit plan 
solely because benefits may be limited or de-
nied in the event a contributing employer 
fails to pay premiums or assessments re-
quired by the plan as a condition of contin-
ued participation.’’ 

(c) SINGLE PLAN REQUIREMENT.—Section 
419A(f)(6), as amended by subsections (a) and 
(b), is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘means a plan’’ in subpara-
graph (B) and inserting ‘‘means a single 
plan’’, and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) SINGLE PLAN.—For purposes of this 

paragraph, the term ‘single plan’ means a 
written plan or series of related written 
plans the terms of which provide that— 

‘‘(i) all assets of the plan or plans, whether 
maintained under 1 or more trusts, accounts, 
or other arrangements and without regard to 
the method of accounting of the plan or 
plans, are available to pay benefits of all 
participants without regard to the partici-
pant’s contributing employer, and 

‘‘(ii) the method of accounting of the plan 
or plans may not operate to limit or reduce 
the benefits payable to a participant at any 
time before the withdrawal of the partici-
pant’s employer from the plan or the termi-
nation of any benefit arrangement under the 
plan.’’ 
SEC. 102. CLARIFICATION OF DEDUCTION LIMITS 

FOR CERTAIN COLLECTIVELY BAR-
GAINED PLANS. 

Paragraph (5) of section 419A(f) (relating to 
the deductions limits for certain collectively 
bargained plans) is amended by adding at the 
end the following flush sentences: 

‘‘Subparagraph (B) shall not apply to any 
plan maintained pursuant to an agreement 
between employee representatives and 1 or 
more employers unless the taxpayer applies 
for, and the Secretary issues, a determina-
tion that such agreement is a bona fide col-
lective bargaining agreement and that the 
welfare benefits provided under the agree-
ment were the subject of good faith bar-
gaining between employee representatives 
and such employer or employers. The Sec-
retary may issue regulations to carry out 
the purposes of the preceding sentence.’’ 
SEC. 103. CLARIFICATION OF STANDARDS FOR 

SECTION 501(c)(9) APPROVAL. 
Section 505 is amended by adding at the 

end the following new subsection: 
‘‘(d) CLARIFICATION OF STANDARDS FOR EX-

EMPTION.— 
‘‘(1) MEMBERSHIP.—An organization shall 

not fail to be treated as an organization de-
scribed in paragraph (9) of section 501(c) sole-
ly because its membership includes employ-
ees or other allowable participants who— 

‘‘(A) reside or work in different geographic 
locales, or 

‘‘(B) do not work in the same industrial or 
employment classification. 

‘‘(2) FUNDING.—An organization described 
in paragraph (9) or (20) of section 501(c) shall 
not be treated as discriminatory solely be-
cause life insurance or other benefits pro-
vided by the organization are funded with 
different types of products, contracts, invest-
ments, or other funding methods of varying 
costs, but only if the plan under which such 
benefits are provided meets the requirements 
of subsection (b).’’ 
SEC. 104. TAX SHELTER PROVISIONS NOT TO 

APPLY. 
Section 419 (relating to treatment of fund-

ed welfare benefit plans) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(h) TAX SHELTER RULES NOT TO APPLY.— 
For purposes of this title, a welfare benefit 
fund meeting all applicable requirements of 
this title shall not be treated as a tax shelter 
or corporate tax shelter.’’ 
SEC. 105. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this title shall apply to contributions to a 
welfare benefit fund made after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(b) TAX SHELTER RULES.—The amendment 
made by section 104 shall take effect as if in-

cluded in the amendments made by section 
1028 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997. 

TITLE II—ENFORCEMENT PROVISIONS 
SEC. 201. CLARIFICATION OF SECTION 4976. 

Section 4976 (relating to excise taxes with 
respect to funded welfare benefit plans) is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 4976. TAXES WITH RESPECT TO FUNDED 

WELFARE BENEFIT PLANS. 
‘‘(a) IMPOSITION OF TAX.— 
‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—If— 
‘‘(A) an employer maintains a welfare ben-

efit fund, and 
‘‘(B) there is— 
‘‘(i) a disqualified benefit provided or fund-

ed during any taxable year, or 
‘‘(ii) a premature termination of such plan, 

there is hereby imposed on such employer a 
tax in the amount determined under para-
graph (2). 

‘‘(2) AMOUNT OF TAX.—The amount of the 
tax imposed by paragraph (1) shall be equal 
to— 

‘‘(A) in the case of a taxable event under 
paragraph (1)(B)(i), 100 percent of— 

‘‘(i) the amount of the disqualified benefit 
provided, or 

‘‘(ii) the amount of the funding of the dis-
qualified benefit, and 

‘‘(B) in the case of a taxable event under 
paragraph (1)(B)(ii), 100 percent of all con-
tributions to the fund before the termi-
nation. 

‘‘(b) DISQUALIFIED BENEFIT.—For purposes 
of subsection (a)— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘disqualified 
benefit’ means— 

‘‘(A) any post-retirement medical benefit 
or life insurance benefit provided with re-
spect to a key employee if a separate ac-
count is required to be established for such 
employee under section 419A(d) and such 
payment is not from such account, 

‘‘(B) any post-retirement medical benefit 
or life insurance benefit provided or funded 
with respect to an individual in whose favor 
discrimination is prohibited unless the plan 
meets the requirements of section 505(b) with 
respect to such benefit (whether or not such 
requirements apply to such plan), and 

‘‘(C) any portion of a welfare benefit fund 
reverting to the benefit of the employer. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
PLANS.—Paragraph (1)(B) shall not apply to 
any plan maintained pursuant to an agree-
ment between employee representatives and 
1 or more employers if the Secretary finds 
that such agreement is a collective bar-
gaining agreement and that the benefits re-
ferred to in paragraph (1)(B) were the subject 
of good faith bargaining between such em-
ployee representatives and such employer or 
employers. 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION FOR NONDEDUCTIBLE CON-
TRIBUTIONS.—Paragraph (1)(C) shall not 
apply to any amount attributable to a con-
tribution to the fund which is not allowable 
as a deduction under section 419 for the tax-
able year or any prior taxable year (and such 
contribution shall not be included in any 
carryover under section 419(d)). 

‘‘(4) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN AMOUNTS 
CHARGED AGAINST EXISTING RESERVE.—Sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1) shall 
not apply to post-retirement benefits 
charged against an existing reserve for post- 
retirement medical or life insurance benefits 
(as defined in section 512(a)(3)(E)) or charged 
against the income on such reserve. 

‘‘(c) PREMATURE TERMINATION.—For pur-
poses of subsection (a)— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘premature ter-
mination’ means a termination event which 
occurs on or before the date which is 6 years 
after the first contribution to a welfare ben-
efit fund which benefits any highly com-
pensated employee. 
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‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR INSOLVENCY, ETC.— 

Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any termi-
nation event which occurs by reason of the 
insolvency of the employer or for such other 
reasons as the Secretary may by regulation 
determine are not likely to result in abuse. 

‘‘(3) TERMINATION EVENT.—For purposes of 
this subsection— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘termination 
event’ means— 

‘‘(i) the termination of a welfare benefit 
fund, 

‘‘(ii) the withdrawal of an employer from a 
welfare benefit fund to which more than 1 
employer contributes, or 

‘‘(iii) any other action which is designed to 
cause, directly or indirectly, a distribution 
of any asset from a welfare benefit fund to a 
highly compensated employee. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR BONA FIDE BENEFITS.— 
Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to any 
bona fide benefit (other than a severance 
benefit) paid from a welfare benefit fund 
which is available to all employees on a non-
discriminatory basis and payable pursuant 
to the terms of a written plan. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided, the terms used in this section shall 
have the same respective meanings as when 
used in subpart D of part I of subchapter D 
of chapter 1. 

‘‘(2) POST-RETIREMENT BENEFIT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘post-retire-

ment benefit’ means any benefit or distribu-
tion which is reasonably determined to be 
paid, provided, or made available to a partic-
ipant on or after normal retirement age. 

‘‘(B) NORMAL RETIREMENT AGE.—The term 
‘normal retirement age’ shall have the same 
meaning given the term in section 3(24) of 
the Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974, but in no event shall such date be 
later than the latest normal retirement age 
defined in any qualified retirement plan of 
the employer maintaining the welfare ben-
efit fund which benefits such individual. 

‘‘(C) PRESUMPTION IN THE CASE OF PERMA-
NENT LIFE INSURANCE.—In the case of a wel-
fare benefit fund which provides a life insur-
ance benefit for an employee, any contribu-
tions to the fund for life insurance benefits 
in excess of the cumulative projected cost of 
providing the employee permanent whole life 
insurance, calculated on the basis level pre-
miums for each for each year before a nor-
mal retirement age, shall be treated as fund-
ing a post-retirement benefit.’’ 
SEC. 202. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this title shall 
apply to benefits provided, and terminations 
occurring, after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, 
Mr. DOMENICI and Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER): 

S. 1387. A bill to conduct a dem-
onstration program to show that physi-
cian shortage, recruitment, and reten-
tion problems may be ameliorated in 
rural States by developing comprehen-
sive program that will result in state-
wide physician population growth, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation, the 
‘‘Rural States Physician Recruitment 
and Retention Demonstration Act of 
2001,’’ with Senators DOMENICI and 
ROCKEFELLER. This Act would create a 
demonstration program to show that 
physician shortage, recruitment, and 

retention problems may be ameliorated 
in demonstration States by developing 
a training program and loan repayment 
program that will result in statewide 
physician population growth. 

The problem of recruiting and retain-
ing physicians, particularly in some 
specialties, has reached crisis propor-
tions in my State. There are very few 
small town residents who don’t have a 
story to tell about losing a cherished 
doctor or traveling vast distances to 
see a specialist. And even in New Mexi-
co’s most populous city, Albuquerque, 
the number of practicing neuro-
surgeons can be counted on one hand. 
Not so long ago there were 11 of them 
practicing there. We know that the 
surgeons in Santa Fe are struggling to 
recruit a new general surgeon, as are 
many other communities throughout 
the State. We know that the thought of 
having an additional psychiatrist in 
Las Cruces would be considered by 
many to be an unrealistic fantasy. I am 
certain that many Senators from 
States that are demographically more 
similar to New Mexico than they are to 
Washington, D.C. can truly understand 
the discrepancy in physician recruit-
ment and retention. 

Anyone representing a rural State 
knows that a certain amount of physi-
cian turn over is inevitable and under-
standable. It is very important, how-
ever, to anticipate how we can ensure 
an adequate supply of physicians in the 
future. Payment for Graduate Medical 
Education slots has been frozen at the 
number of physicians who were being 
trained in 1996. Within the past six 
months we have been told that the 
funding for training family physicians, 
general internists, pediatricians, den-
tists, nurse practitioners, physician as-
sistants, and other health professionals 
should be drastically cut because 
‘‘today a physician shortage no longer 
exists’’. Although aggregate data ap-
pears to support the notion that we 
need not be concerned about a physi-
cian shortage, this does not reflect 
what is happening at home. 

Health professional shortages con-
tinue to exist in geographically iso-
lated and economically disadvantaged 
areas. This maldistribution problem is 
exacerbated by market forces that 
often entice physicians to urban or 
suburban areas where higher income 
levels can be achieved. The Medicare 
payment formula further contributes 
to the problem by assessing a lower 
cost of living adjustment in rural areas 
and, accordingly, decreasing the Medi-
care payment rate in the very area 
where the physician shortage exists in 
the first place. Fortunately we know 
that economics is only one of the many 
factors that physicians consider when 
they are choosing a place to practice. 
Family considerations and lifestyle 
issues also play a vital role in this im-
portant decision. One of the best pre-
dictors of where a physician will prac-
tice is directly related to the location 
of their post-graduate medical edu-
cation—they are likely to stay within 

a sixty-mile radius of where they did 
their residency training. This fact, pro-
vides us with a focus for this dem-
onstration project. 

This particular piece of legislation 
creates a demonstration program in 
nine States that will correct the flaws 
in the system in two ways, and then 
will track health professionals in each 
demonstration State through a state- 
specific health professions database. 
Demonstration States would be identi-
fied using three criteria including an 
uninsured rate above the U.S. average, 
lack of primary care access above the 
U.S. average, and a combined Medicare 
and Medicaid population above 20 per-
cent. 

The first flaw in the system is the 
capitation limit placed on all residency 
graduate medical education positions 
in 1996. Whereas this action may have 
been appropriate for some States, 
maybe even most States, it has been 
extremely damaging to rural States 
where we know physicians are in short 
supply. This bill allows a sponsoring 
institution to increase the number of 
residency and fellowship positions by 
up to 50 percent if the sponsoring insti-
tution agrees to require that each resi-
dent or fellow in the affected training 
programs would spend an aggregate of 
10 percent of their time during training 
providing supervised specialty services 
to underserved and rural community 
populations outside of their training 
institution. A waiver from this rural 
outreach requirement can be granted 
by the Secretary for certain hospital- 
based subspecialists, like neuro-
surgeons, if the demonstration State 
can demonstrate a shortage of physi-
cians in that specialty statewide. 

The second flaw in the system re-
volves around the debt load carried by 
many physicians when they finish their 
training program. Currently there are 
several Federal and State programs 
that will help repay education loans. 
The problem lies in the fact that only 
primary care specialties currently 
qualify for these loan repayment pro-
grams. This legislation creates a simi-
lar loan repayment program for under-
served specialists who agree to practice 
for one year in the demonstration 
State for each year of education loans 
that are repaid. 

Thus, this demonstration project 
does two critical things for recruit-
ment and retention in rural States. It 
exposes to underserved areas that they 
may never have otherwise been exposed 
to, which increases the possibility that 
they will stay and practice there. It 
also relieves some of their economic 
burden from loans which may help to 
moderate the effect of lower Medicare 
reimbursement rates in rural areas. 

I request unanimous consent that the 
text of this bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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S. 1387 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Rural States Physician Recruitment 
and Retention Demonstration Act of 2001’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Definitions. 
Sec. 3. Rural States Physician Recruitment 

and Retention Demonstration 
Program. 

Sec. 4. Establishment of the Health Profes-
sions Database. 

Sec. 5. Evaluation and reports. 
Sec. 6. Contracting flexibility. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) COGME.—The term ‘‘COGME’’ means 

the Council on Graduate Medical Education 
established under section 762 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 294o). 

(2) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.—The term 
‘‘demonstration program’’ means the Rural 
States Physician Recruitment and Retention 
Demonstration Program established by the 
Secretary under section 3(a). 

(3) DEMONSTRATION STATES.—The term 
‘‘demonstration States’’ means each State 
identified by the Secretary, based upon data 
from the most recent year for which data are 
available— 

(A) that has an uninsured population above 
16 percent (as determined by the Bureau of 
the Census); 

(B) for which the sum of the number of in-
dividuals who are entitled to benefits under 
the medicare program and the number of in-
dividuals who are eligible for medical assist-
ance under the medicaid program under title 
XIX of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 
et seq.) equals or exceeds 20 percent of the 
total population of the State (as determined 
by the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid 
Services); and 

(C) that has an estimated number of indi-
viduals in the State without access to a pri-
mary care provider of at least 17 percent (as 
published in ‘‘HRSA’s Bureau of Primary 
Health Care: BPHC State Profiles’’). 

(4) ELIGIBLE RESIDENCY OR FELLOWSHIP 
GRADUATE.—The term ‘‘eligible residency or 
fellowship graduate’’ means a graduate of an 
approved medical residency training pro-
gram (as defined in section 1886(h)(5)(A) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395ww(h)(5)(A))) in a shortage physician spe-
cialty. 

(5) HEALTH PROFESSIONS DATABASE.—The 
term ‘‘Health Professions Database’’ means 
the database established under section 4(a). 

(6) MEDICARE PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘medi-
care program’’ means the health benefits 
program under title XVIII of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.). 

(7) MEDPAC.—The term ‘‘MedPAC’’ means 
the Medicare Payment Advisory Commission 
established under section 1805 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395b–6). 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

(9) SHORTAGE PHYSICIAN SPECIALTY.—The 
term ‘‘shortage physician specialty’’ means a 
medical or surgical specialty identified in a 
demonstration State by the Secretary based 
on— 

(A) an analysis and comparison of national 
data and demonstration State data; and 

(B) recommendations from appropriate 
Federal, State, and private commissions, 
centers, councils, medical and surgical phy-
sician specialty boards, and medical soci-
eties or associations involved in physician 

workforce, education and training, and pay-
ment issues. 
SEC. 3. RURAL STATES PHYSICIAN RECRUITMENT 

AND RETENTION DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab-

lish a Rural States Physician Recruitment 
and Retention Demonstration Program for 
the purpose of ameliorating physician short-
age, recruitment, and retention problems in 
rural States in accordance with the require-
ments of this section. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—For purposes of estab-
lishing the demonstration program, the Sec-
retary shall consult with— 

(A) COGME; 
(B) MedPAC; 
(C) a representative of each demonstration 

State medical society or association; 
(D) the health workforce planning and phy-

sician training authority of each demonstra-
tion State; and 

(E) any other entity described in section 
2(9)(B). 

(b) DURATION.—The Secretary shall con-
duct the demonstration program for a period 
of 10 years. 

(c) CONDUCT OF PROGRAM.— 
(1) FUNDING OF ADDITIONAL RESIDENCY AND 

FELLOWSHIP POSITIONS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—As part of the demonstra-

tion program, the Secretary (acting through 
the Administrator of the Centers for Medi-
care & Medicaid Services) shall— 

(i) notwithstanding section 1886(h)(4)(F) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395ww(h)(4)(F)) increase, by up to 50 percent 
of the total number of residency and fellow-
ship positions approved at each medical resi-
dency training program in each demonstra-
tion State, the number of residency and fel-
lowship positions in each shortage physician 
specialty; and 

(ii) subject to subparagraph (C), provide 
funding under subsections (d)(5)(B) and (h) of 
section 1886 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395ww) for each position added under 
clause (i). 

(B) ESTABLISHMENT OF ADDITIONAL POSI-
TIONS.— 

(i) IDENTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
identify each additional residency and fel-
lowship position created as a result of the 
application of subparagraph (A). 

(ii) NEGOTIATION AND CONSULTATION.—The 
Secretary shall negotiate and consult with 
representatives of each approved medical 
residency training program in a demonstra-
tion State at which a position identified 
under clause (i) is created for purposes of 
supporting such position. 

(C) CONTRACTS WITH SPONSORING INSTITU-
TIONS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall condi-
tion the availability of funding for each resi-
dency and fellowship position identified 
under subparagraph (B)(i) on the execution 
of a contract containing such provisions as 
the Secretary determines are appropriate, 
including the provision described in clause 
(ii) by each sponsoring institution. 

(ii) PROVISION DESCRIBED.— 
(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-

clause (II), the provision described in this 
clause is a provision that provides that, dur-
ing the residency or fellowship, the resident 
or fellow shall spend not less than 10 percent 
of the training time providing specialty serv-
ices to underserved and rural community 
populations other than an underserved popu-
lation of the sponsoring institution. 

(II) EXCEPTIONS.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with COGME, shall identify short-
age physician specialties and subspecialties 
for which the application of the provision de-
scribed in subclause (I) would be inappro-
priate and the Secretary may waive the re-

quirement under clause (i) that such provi-
sion be included in the contract of a resident 
or fellow with such a specialty or sub-
specialty. 

(D) LIMITATIONS.— 
(i) PERIOD OF PAYMENT.—The Secretary 

may not fund any residency or fellowship po-
sition identified under subparagraph (B)(i) 
for a period of more than 5 years. 

(ii) REASSESSMENT OF NEED.—The Sec-
retary shall reassess the status of the short-
age physician specialty in the demonstration 
State prior to entering into any contract 
under subparagraph (C) after the date that is 
5 years after the date on which the Secretary 
establishes the demonstration program. 

(2) LOAN REPAYMENT AND FORGIVENESS PRO-
GRAM.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—As part of the demonstra-
tion program, the Secretary (acting through 
the Administrator of the Health Resources 
and Services Administration) shall establish 
a loan repayment and forgiveness program, 
through the holder of the loan, under which 
the Secretary assumes the obligation to 
repay a qualified loan amount for an edu-
cational loan of an eligible residency or fel-
lowship graduate— 

(i) for whom the Secretary has approved an 
application submitted under subparagraph 
(D); and 

(ii) with whom the Secretary has entered 
into a contract under subparagraph (C). 

(B) QUALIFIED LOAN AMOUNT.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), the 

Secretary shall repay the lesser of— 
(I) 25 percent of the loan obligation of a 

graduate on a loan that is outstanding dur-
ing the period that the eligible residency or 
fellowship graduate practices in the area 
designated by the contract entered into 
under subparagraph (C); or 

(II) $25,000 per graduate per year of such 
obligation during such period. 

(ii) LIMITATION.—The aggregate amount 
under this subparagraph may not exceed 
$125,000 for any graduate and the Secretary 
may not repay or forgive more than 30 loans 
per year in each demonstration State under 
this paragraph. 

(C) CONTRACTS WITH RESIDENTS AND FEL-
LOWS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible residency or 
fellowship graduate desiring repayment of a 
loan under this paragraph shall execute a 
contract containing the provisions described 
in clause (ii). 

(ii) PROVISIONS.—The provisions described 
in this clause are provisions that require the 
eligible residency or fellowship graduate— 

(I) to practice in a health professional 
shortage area of a demonstration State dur-
ing the period in which a loan is being repaid 
or forgiven under this section; and 

(II) to provide health services relating to 
the shortage physician specialty of the grad-
uate that was funded with the loan being re-
paid or forgiven under this section during 
such period. 

(D) APPLICATION.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible residency or 

fellowship graduate desiring repayment of a 
loan under this paragraph shall submit an 
application to the Secretary at such time, in 
such manner, and accompanied by such in-
formation as the Secretary may reasonably 
require. 

(ii) REASSESSMENT OF NEED.—The Sec-
retary shall reassess the shortage physician 
specialty in the demonstration State prior to 
accepting an application for repayment of 
any loan under this paragraph after the date 
that is 5 years after the date on which the 
demonstration program is established. 

(E) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in the section 
shall be construed to authorize any refund-
ing of any repayment of a loan. 
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(F) PREVENTION OF DOUBLE BENEFITS.—No 

borrower may, for the same service, receive 
a benefit under both this paragraph and any 
loan repayment or forgiveness program 
under title VII of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 292 et seq.). 

(d) WAIVER OF MEDICARE REQUIREMENTS.— 
The Secretary is authorized to waive any re-
quirement of the medicare program, or ap-
prove equivalent or alternative ways of 
meeting such a requirement, if such waiver 
is necessary to carry out the demonstration 
program, including the waiver of any limita-
tion on the amount of payment or number of 
residents under section 1886 of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395ww). 

(e) APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) FUNDING OF ADDITIONAL RESIDENCY AND 

FELLOWSHIP POSITIONS.—Any expenditures re-
sulting from the establishment of the fund-
ing of additional residency and fellowship 
positions under subsection (c)(1) shall be 
made from the Federal Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund under section 1817 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395i). 

(2) LOAN REPAYMENT AND FORGIVENESS PRO-
GRAM.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the loan repayment and forgive-
ness program established under subsection 
(c)(2). 
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE HEALTH PRO-

FESSIONS DATABASE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF THE HEALTH PROFES-

SIONS DATABASE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 7 months 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary (acting through the Administrator 
of the Health Resources and Services Admin-
istration) shall establish a State-specific 
health professions database to track health 
professionals in each demonstration State 
with respect to specialty certifications, prac-
tice characteristics, professional licensure, 
practice types, locations, education, and 
training, as well as obligations under the 
demonstration program as a result of the 
execution of a contract under paragraph 
(1)(C) or (2)(C) of section 3(c). 

(2) DATA SOURCES.—In establishing the 
Health Professions Database, the Secretary 
shall use the latest available data from ex-
isting health workforce files, including the 
AMA Master File, State databases, specialty 
medical society data sources and informa-
tion, and such other data points as may be 
recommended by COGME, MedPAC, the Na-
tional Center for Workforce Information and 
Analysis, or the medical society of the re-
spective demonstration State. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.— 
(1) DURING THE PROGRAM.—During the dem-

onstration program, data from the Health 
Professions Database shall be made available 
to the Secretary, each demonstration State, 
and the public for the purposes of— 

(A) developing a baseline with respect to a 
State’s health professions workforce and to 
track changes in a demonstration State’s 
health professions workforce; 

(B) tracking direct and indirect graduate 
medical education payments to hospitals; 

(C) tracking the forgiveness and repayment 
of loans for educating physicians; and 

(D) tracking commitments by physicians 
under the demonstration program. 

(2) FOLLOWING THE PROGRAM.—Following 
the termination of the demonstration pro-
gram, a demonstration State may elect to 
maintain the Health Professions Database 
for such State at its expense. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for the purpose of 
carrying out this section. 
SEC. 5. EVALUATION AND REPORTS. 

(a) EVALUATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—COGME and MedPAC 
shall jointly conduct a comprehensive eval-
uation of the demonstration program. 

(2) MATTERS EVALUATED.—The evaluation 
conducted under paragraph (1) shall include 
an analysis of the effectiveness of the fund-
ing of additional residency and fellowship 
positions and the loan repayment and for-
giveness program on physician recruitment, 
retention, and specialty mix in each dem-
onstration State. 

(b) PROGRESS REPORTS.— 
(1) COGME.—Not later than 1 year after 

the date on which the Secretary establishes 
the demonstration program, 5 years after 
such date, and 10 years after such date, 
COGME shall submit a report on the 
progress of the demonstration program to 
the Secretary and Congress. 

(2) MEDPAC.—MedPAC shall submit bien-
nial reports on the progress of the dem-
onstration program to the Secretary and 
Congress. 

(c) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date on which the demonstration 
program terminates, COGME and MedPAC 
shall submit a final report to the President, 
Congress, and the Secretary which shall con-
tain a detailed statement of the findings and 
conclusions of COGME and MedPAC, to-
gether with such recommendations for legis-
lation and administrative actions as COGME 
and MedPAC consider appropriate. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
COGME such sums as may be necessary for 
the purpose of carrying out this section. 

SEC. 6. CONTRACTING FLEXIBILITY. 

For purposes of conducting the demonstra-
tion program and establishing and admin-
istering the Health Professions Database, 
the Secretary may procure temporary and 
intermittent services under section 3109(b) of 
title 5, United States Code. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU: 
S. 1388. A bill to make election day a 

Federal holiday; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1388 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) democracy is an invaluable birthright 

of American citizens and each generation 
must sustain and improve the democratic 
process for its successors; 

(2) the Federal Government must actively 
create and enforce laws that protect the vot-
ing rights of all Americans, and further cre-
ate an equal opportunity for all Americans 
to participate in the voting process; 

(3) the Federal Government should encour-
age the value of the right to vote; 

(4) 22.6 percent of Americans who do not 
vote in elections give the reasoning that 
they are too busy and have a conflicting 
work or school schedule; 

(5) the creation of a legal public holiday on 
election day will increase the availability of 
poll workers and suitable polling places; and 

(6) the creation of a legal public holiday on 
election day might make voting easier for 
some workers and increase voter participa-
tion by the American public. 

SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF ELECTION DAY IN 
FEDERAL ELECTION YEARS AS A 
LEGAL PUBLIC HOLIDAY. 

Section 6103(a) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting immediately 
below the item relating to Veterans Day the 
following: 

‘‘Election Day, the Tuesday next after the 
first Monday in November in each even-num-
bered year.’’. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself 
and Mr. JOHNSON): 

S. 1389. A bill to provide for the con-
veyance of certain real property in 
south Dakota to the State of South Da-
kota with indemnification by the 
United States government, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
Senator JOHNSON and I are introducing 
the Homestake Mine Conveyance Act 
of 2001 to enable the construction of a 
new, world-renowned science labora-
tory in the Black Hills of South Da-
kota. 

Last Year, the Homestake Mining 
Company announced it is closing its 
gold mine in Lead, SD after 125 years of 
operation. This mine has been an im-
portant part of the economy in the 
Black Hills, and its closure presented 
South Dakota with a serious challenge. 

New opportunities for Lead became 
possible, however, when we learned 
that a group of prominent scientists 
had identified the mine as a potential 
site to establish a national under-
ground science laboratory. Composed 
of some of the foremost researchers in 
the country, the National Underground 
Science Laboratory Committee found 
that Homestake’s unique combination 
of depth, geologic stability and out-
standing infrastructure made it an 
ideal location for an underground lab-
oratory that could support 
groundbreaking new scientific re-
search. In just the last few months, a 
$281 million proposal to construct the 
laboratory has been submitted to the 
National Science Foundation. 

As I learned, tiny particles known as 
neutrinos hold the answer to funda-
mental questions about the nature of 
the universe. These particles cannot be 
detected on the surface of the Earth 
due to the immense amount of inter-
ference coming in from outer space. 
However, research laboratories located 
deep underground, where detectors are 
shielded by thousand of feet of rock, 
have been able to detect these particles 
and provide important new information 
to scientists. Because the Homestake 
mine in Lead is over 8,000 feet deep, it 
offers outstanding opportunities for 
such research. In fact one neutrino ex-
periment has been operating there 
since the 1960s. 

I have never seen such excitement in 
Lead as I have seen in relation to this 
proposal. Banners welcoming visiting 
scientists to Lead have been hung over 
the streets. The local chamber of com-
merce held a ‘‘Neutrino Day’’ in Feb-
ruary and reported the highest attend-
ance for any even in recent memory. 
Students, teachers, miners, business 
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owners, people from every walk of life, 
have contacted me to express their ex-
citement about the possibility of build-
ing a laboratory. The support for this 
proposal is overwhelming. 

In order to make the mine available 
for research, it is necessary for the fa-
cility to be transferred to the State of 
South Dakota and for the United 
States to assume a portion of the li-
ability currently associated with the 
property. The purpose of the legisla-
tion Senator JOHNSON and I are intro-
ducing today is to ensure that this 
transfer takes places in a way that is 
fair to taxpayers, that protects the en-
vironment, and that ensures this facil-
ity can ultimately become available 
for research. 

This legislation establishes a number 
of steps that must be taken to meet 
these goals. First it requires that an 
independent inspection of the property 
take place to identify any condition 
that could pose a threat to human 
health or the environment. The Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency must re-
view the report accompanying this in-
spection and ensure that any problem-
atic conditions are mitigated before 
transfer may be allowed to take place. 
Second, it requires that the State of 
South Dakota purchase environmental 
insurance to protect the taxpayers 
against any issue that may arise as a 
result of acquiring the mine. Third, it 
establishes a trust fund to provide a 
permanent source of revenue to finance 
any clean-up that may be necessary. 
Finally, this bill would take effect only 
if the National Science Foundation ap-
proves the construction of the labora-
tory. 

To be clear, only a portion of 
Homestake’s existing facilities that 
are required for the laboratory are 
being considered for transfer. These in-
clude the underground portion of the 
mine and a small ‘‘footprint’’ on the 
surface. The legislation specifically 
prohibits any tailings storage sites, 
waste rock dumps or other areas from 
being transferred, as these sites must 
be reclaimed by Homestake Mining 
Company. 

The final point I want to make is 
that this legislation is time-sensitive. 
Homestake’s current plan to reclaim 
the underground mine is to let it slow-
ly flood with water once the mine 
closes in January of 2001. If that hap-
pens, we will forever lose the oppor-
tunity to create this laboratory. 

This legislation has been developed 
over a period of months in close con-
sultation with Homestake Mining Com-
pany, the environmental community, 
the scientific community, the State of 
South Dakota and the South Dakota 
School of Mines and Technology. I 
want to thank all the individuals in-
volved with this effort for their help. In 
particular, I’d like to thank Governor 
Bill Janklow, whose help and support 
is this process have been invaluable. 

I believe the resulting legislation is 
fair to all involved, and that it will en-
sure the success of the laboratory 

while protecting the environment. 
Moreover, by enabling the construction 
of this laboratory, it ultimately will 
bring significant benefits to the United 
States and make an important con-
tribution to human knowledge. I look 
forward to working with all interested 
parties to make additional improve-
ments to this legislation when we re-
turn in September, and I am personally 
committed to passing this legislation 
in a timely manner this fall. 

I urge my colleagues to give this leg-
islation their support. I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1389 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION. 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Homestake 
Mine Conveyance Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) the United States is among the leading 

nations in the world in conducting basic sci-
entific research; 

(2) that leadership position strengthens the 
economy and national defense of the United 
States and provides other important bene-
fits; 

(3) the Homestake Mine in Lead, South Da-
kota, owned by the Homestake Mining Com-
pany of California, is approximately 8,000 
feet deep and is situated in a unique physical 
setting that is ideal for carrying out certain 
types of particle physics and other research; 

(4) the Mine has been selected by the Na-
tional Underground Science Laboratory 
Committee, an independent panel of distin-
guished scientists, as the preferred site for 
the construction of a national underground 
laboratory; 

(5) such a laboratory would be used to con-
duct scientific research that would be funded 
and recognized as significant by the United 
States; 

(6) the establishment of the laboratory is 
in the national interest, and would substan-
tially improve the capability of the United 
States to conduct important scientific re-
search; 

(7) for economic reasons, Homestake in-
tends to cease operations and close the Mine 
in 2001; 

(8) on cessation of operations of the Mine, 
Homestake intends to implement reclama-
tion actions that would preclude the estab-
lishment of a laboratory at the Mine; 

(9) Homestake has advised the State that, 
after cessation of operations at the Mine, in-
stead of carrying out those reclamation ac-
tions, Homestake is willing to donate the un-
derground portion of the Mine and certain 
other real and personal property of substan-
tial value at the Mine for use as the under-
ground science laboratory; 

(10) use of the Mine as the site for the lab-
oratory, instead of other locations under 
consideration, would result in a savings of 
millions of dollars; 

(11) if the National Science Foundation se-
lects the Mine as the site for the laboratory, 
it is essential that Homestake not complete 
certain reclamation activities that would 
preclude the location of the laboratory at 
the Mine; 

(12) Homestake is unwilling to donate, and 
the State is unwilling to accept, the prop-
erty at the Mine for the laboratory if 

Homestake and the State would continue to 
have potential liability with respect to the 
transferred property; and 

(13) to secure the use of the Mine as the lo-
cation for the laboratory, and to realize the 
benefits of the proposed laboratory, it is nec-
essary for the United States to— 

(A) assume a portion of any potential fu-
ture liability of Homestake concerning the 
Mine; and 

(B) address potential liability associated 
with the operation of the laboratory. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

trator’’ means the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. 

(2) AFFILIATE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘affiliate’’ 

means any corporation or other person that 
controls, is controlled by, or is under com-
mon control with Homestake. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘affiliate’’ in-
cludes a director, officer, or employee of an 
affiliate. 

(3) CONVEYANCE.—The term ‘‘conveyance’’ 
means the conveyance of the Mine to the 
State under section 4(a). 

(4) FUND.—The term ‘‘Fund’’ means the En-
vironment and Project Trust Fund estab-
lished under section 7. 

(5) HOMESTAKE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Homestake’’ 

means the Homestake Mining Company of 
California, a California corporation. 

(B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘‘Homestake’’ in-
cludes— 

(i) a director, officer, or employee of 
Homestake; and 

(ii) an affiliate of Homestake. 
(6) LABORATORY.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘laboratory’’ 

means the national underground science lab-
oratory proposed to be established at the 
Mine after the conveyance. 

(B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘‘laboratory’’ in-
cludes operating and support facilities of the 
laboratory. 

(7) MINE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Mine’’ means 

the portion of the Homestake Mine in Law-
rence County, South Dakota, proposed to be 
conveyed to the State for the establishment 
and operation of the laboratory. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘Mine’’ in-
cludes— 

(i) real property, mineral and oil and gas 
rights, shafts, tunnels, structures, in-Mine 
backfill, in-Mine broken rock, fixtures, and 
personal property to be conveyed for estab-
lishment and operation of the laboratory, as 
agreed upon by Homestake, the State, and 
the Director of the laboratory; and 

(ii) any water that flows into the Mine 
from any source. 

(C) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘Mine’’ does 
not include— 

(i) the feature known as the ‘‘Open Cut’’; 
(ii) any tailings or tailings storage facility 

(other than in-Mine backfill); or 
(iii) any waste rock or any site used for the 

dumping of waste rock (other than in-Mine 
broken rock). 

(8) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’’ means— 
(A) an individual; 
(B) a trust, firm, joint stock company, cor-

poration (including a government corpora-
tion), partnership, association, limited li-
ability company, or any other type of busi-
ness entity; 

(C) a State or political subdivision of a 
State; 

(D) a foreign governmental entity; and 
(E) any department, agency, or instrumen-

tality of the United States. 
(9) PROJECT SPONSOR.—The term ‘‘project 

sponsor’’ means an entity that manages or 
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pays the costs of 1 or more projects that are 
carried out or proposed to be carried out at 
the laboratory. 

(10) STATE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘State’’ means 

the State of South Dakota. 
(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘State’’ in-

cludes an institution, agency, officer, or em-
ployee of the State. 
SEC. 4. CONVEYANCE OF REAL PROPERTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) DELIVERY OF DOCUMENTS.—Subject to 

paragraph (2) and subsection (b) and notwith-
standing any other provision of law, on the 
execution and delivery by Homestake of 1 or 
more quit-claim deeds or bills of sale con-
veying to the State all right, title, and inter-
est of Homestake in and to the Mine, title to 
the Mine shall pass from Homestake to the 
State. 

(2) CONDITION OF MINE ON CONVEYANCE.—The 
Mine shall be conveyed as is, with no rep-
resentations as to the conditions of the prop-
erty. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR CONVEYANCE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—As a condition precedent 

of conveyance and of the assumption of li-
ability by the United States in accordance 
with this Act, the Administrator shall ac-
cept the final report or certification of the 
independent entity under subparagraphs (A) 
through (E) of paragraph (3). 

(2) DUE DILIGENCE INSPECTION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—As a condition precedent 

of conveyance and of Federal participation 
described in this Act, Homestake shall per-
mit an independent entity that is selected 
jointly by Homestake, the South Dakota De-
partment of Environment and Natural Re-
sources, and the Administrator to conduct a 
due diligence inspection of the Mine to de-
termine whether any condition of the Mine 
poses a substantial risk to human health or 
the environment. 

(B) CONSULTATION.—As a condition prece-
dent of the conduct of a due diligence inspec-
tion, Homestake, the South Dakota Depart-
ment of Environment and Natural Re-
sources, the Administrator, and the inde-
pendent entity shall consult and agree upon 
the methodology and standards to be used, 
and other factors to be considered, by the 
independent entity in— 

(i) the conduct of the due diligence inspec-
tion; 

(ii) the scope of the due diligence inspec-
tion; and 

(iii) the time and duration of the due dili-
gence inspection. 

(3) REPORT TO ADMINISTRATOR.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The independent entity 

shall submit to the Administrator a report 
that— 

(i) describes the results of the due dili-
gence inspection under paragraph (2); and 

(ii) identifies any condition of or in the 
Mine that poses a substantial risk to human 
health or the environment. 

(B) PROCEDURE.— 
(i) DRAFT REPORT.—Before finalizing the 

report under this paragraph, the independent 
entity shall— 

(I) issue a draft report; 
(II) submit to the Administrator a copy of 

the draft report; 
(III) issue a public notice requesting com-

ments on the draft report that requires all 
such comments to be filed not later than 45 
days after issuance of the public notice; and 

(IV) during that 45-day public comment pe-
riod, conduct at least 1 public hearing in 
Lead, South Dakota, to receive comments on 
the draft report. 

(ii) FINAL REPORT.—In the final report sub-
mitted to the Administrator under this para-
graph, the independent entity shall respond 
to, and incorporate necessary changes sug-

gested by, the comments received on the 
draft report. 

(4) REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY ADMINIS-
TRATOR.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after receiving the final report under para-
graph (3), the Administrator shall— 

(i) review the report; and 
(ii) notify the State in writing of accept-

ance or rejection of the final report. 
(B) CONDITIONS FOR REJECTION.—The Ad-

ministrator may reject the final report only 
if the Administrator identifies 1 or more con-
ditions of the Mine that— 

(i) pose a substantial risk to human health 
or the environment, as determined by the 
Administrator; and 

(ii) require response action to correct each 
condition causing the substantial risk to 
human health or the environment identified 
in clause (i) before conveyance and assump-
tion by the Federal Government of liability 
concerning the Mine under this Act. 

(C) REMEDIAL MEASURES AND CERTIFI-
CATION.— 

(i) REMEDIATION.— 
(I) IN GENERAL.—If the Administrator re-

jects the final report, Homestake may carry 
out, or permit the State to carry out, such 
measures as are necessary to remove or re-
mediate any condition identified by the Ad-
ministrator under subparagraph (B)(i) as pos-
ing a substantial risk to human health or the 
environment. 

(II) LONG-TERM REMEDIATION.— 
(aa) IN GENERAL.—In a case in which the 

Administrator determines that a condition 
identified by the Administrator under sub-
paragraph (B)(i) requires continuing remedi-
ation, or remediation that can only be com-
pleted as part of the final closure of the 
Mine, it shall be a condition of conveyance 
that Homestake or the National Science 
Foundation shall deposit into the Fund such 
funds as are necessary to pay the costs of 
that remediation. 

(bb) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—Any funds depos-
ited by the National Science Foundation 
under this paragraph shall be made available 
from grant funding provided for the con-
struction of the Laboratory. 

(ii) CERTIFICATION.—After the remedial 
measures described in clause (i)(I) are car-
ried out and funds are deposited under clause 
(i)(II), the independent entity may certify to 
the Administrator that the conditions for re-
jection identified by the Administrator 
under subparagraph (B) have been corrected. 

(iii) ACCEPTANCE OR REJECTION OF CERTIFI-
CATION.—Not later than 60 days after an inde-
pendent entity makes a certification under 
clause (ii), the Administrator shall accept or 
reject the certification. 
SEC. 5. LIABILITY. 

(a) ASSUMPTION OF LIABILITY.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, on com-
pletion of the conveyance in accordance with 
this Act, the United States shall assume any 
and all liability relating to the Mine and lab-
oratory, including liability for— 

(1) damages; 
(2) reclamation; 
(3) the costs of response to any hazardous 

substance (as defined in section 101 of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9601)), contaminant, or other material 
on, under, or relating to the Mine and lab-
oratory; and 

(4) closure of the Mine and laboratory. 
(b) LIABILITY PROTECTION.—On completion 

of the conveyance, neither Homestake nor 
the State shall be— 

(1) liable to any person or the United 
States for injuries, costs, injunctive relief, 
reclamation, damages (including damages to 
natural resources or the environment), or ex-

penses, or liable under any other claim (in-
cluding claims for indemnification or con-
tribution, claims by third parties for death, 
personal injury, illness, or loss of or damage 
to property, or claims for economic loss), 
under any law (including a regulation) for 
any claim arising out of or in connection 
with contamination, pollution, or other con-
dition, use, or closure of the Mine and lab-
oratory, regardless of when a condition giv-
ing rise to the liability originated or was dis-
covered; or 

(2) subject to any claim brought by or on 
behalf of the United States under section 
3730 of title 31, United States Code, relating 
to negligence on the part of Homestake in 
carrying out activities for the conveyance of, 
and in conveying, the Mine. 

(c) INDEMNIFICATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, on completion of the 
conveyance in accordance with this Act, the 
United States shall indemnify, defend, and 
hold harmless Homestake and the State from 
and against any and all liabilities and claims 
described in subsections (a) and (b). 

(d) WAIVER OF SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY.—For 
the purposes of this Act, the United States 
waives any claim to sovereign immunity. 

(e) TIMING FOR ASSUMPTION OF LIABILITY.— 
If the conveyance is effectuated by more 
than 1 legal transaction, the assumption of 
liability, liability protection, indemnifica-
tion, and waiver of sovereign immunity pro-
vided for under this section shall apply to 
each legal transaction, as of the date on 
which the transaction is completed and with 
respect to such portion of the Mine as is con-
veyed under that transaction. 

(f) EXCEPTIONS FOR HOMESTAKE CLAIMS.— 
Nothing in this section constitutes an as-
sumption of liability by the United States, 
or relief of liability of Homestake, for— 

(1) any unemployment, worker’s compensa-
tion, or other employment-related claim of 
an employee of Homestake that arose before 
the date of conveyance; 

(2) any claim or cause of action, other than 
an environmental claim or a claim con-
cerning natural resources, that arose before 
the date of conveyance; 

(3) any violation of any provision of crimi-
nal law; or 

(4) any claim, injury, damage, liability, or 
reclamation or cleanup obligation with re-
spect to any property or asset that is not 
conveyed under this Act, except to the ex-
tent that any such claim, injury, damage, li-
ability, or reclamation or cleanup obligation 
arises out of the continued existence or use 
of the Mine subsequent to the date of con-
veyance. 

SEC. 6. INSURANCE COVERAGE. 

(a) PROPERTY AND LIABILITY INSURANCE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—To the maximum extent 

practicable, subject to the requirements de-
scribed in paragraph (2), the State shall pur-
chase property and liability insurance for 
the Mine and the operation of the laboratory 
to provide coverage against the liability de-
scribed in subsections (a) and (b) of section 5. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The requirements re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) are the following: 

(A) TERMS OF INSURANCE.—In determining 
the type, extent of coverage, and policy lim-
its of insurance purchased under this sub-
section, the State shall— 

(i) periodically consult with the Adminis-
trator and the Director of the National 
Science Foundation; and 

(ii) consider certain factors, including— 
(I) the nature of the projects and experi-

ments being conducted in the laboratory; 
(II) the availability of commercial insur-

ance; and 
(III) the amount of funding available to 

purchase commercial insurance. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:04 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00117 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8966 August 3, 2001 
(B) ADDITIONAL TERMS.—The insurance pur-

chased by the State under this subsection 
may provide coverage that is— 

(i) secondary to the insurance purchased 
by project sponsors; and 

(ii) in excess of amounts available in the 
Fund to pay any claim. 

(3) FINANCING OF INSURANCE PURCHASE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to section 7, the 

State may finance the purchase of insurance 
required under this subsection by using— 

(i) funds made available from the Fund; 
and 

(ii) such other funds as are received by the 
State for the purchase of insurance for the 
Mine and laboratory. 

(B) NO REQUIREMENT TO USE STATE FUNDS.— 
Nothing in this Act requires the State to use 
State funds to purchase insurance required 
under this subsection. 

(4) ADDITIONAL INSURED.—Any insurance 
purchased by the State under this subsection 
shall— 

(A) name the United States as an addi-
tional insured; or 

(B) otherwise provide that the United 
States is a beneficiary of the insurance pol-
icy having the primary right to enforce all 
rights of the United States under the policy. 

(5) TERMINATION OF OBLIGATION TO PUR-
CHASE INSURANCE.—The obligation of the 
State to purchase insurance under this sub-
section shall terminate on the date on 
which— 

(A) the Mine ceases to be used as a labora-
tory; or 

(B) sufficient funding ceases to be avail-
able for the operation and maintenance of 
the Mine or laboratory. 

(b) PROJECT INSURANCE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The State, in consultation 

with the Administrator and the Director of 
the National Science Foundation, may re-
quire, as a condition of approval of a project 
for the laboratory, that a project sponsor 
provide property and liability insurance or 
other applicable coverage for potential li-
ability associated with the project described 
in subsections (a) and (b) of section 5. 

(2) ADDITIONAL INSURED.—Any insurance 
obtained by the project sponsor under this 
section shall— 

(A) name the State and the United States 
as additional insureds; or 

(B) otherwise provide that the State and 
the United States are beneficiaries of the in-
surance policy having the primary right to 
enforce all rights under the policy. 

(c) STATE INSURANCE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—To the extent required by 

State law, the State shall purchase, with re-
spect to the operation of the Mine and the 
laboratory— 

(A) unemployment compensation insur-
ance; and 

(B) worker’s compensation insurance. 
(2) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FROM 

FUND.—A State shall not use funds from the 
Fund to carry out paragraph (1). 
SEC. 7. ENVIRONMENT AND PROJECT TRUST 

FUND. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—On completion of the 

conveyance, the State shall establish, in an 
interest-bearing account at an accredited fi-
nancial institution located within the State, 
an Environment and Project Trust Fund. 

(b) AMOUNTS.—The Fund shall consist of— 
(1) an annual deposit from the operation 

and maintenance funding provided for the 
laboratory in an amount to be determined— 

(A) by the State, in consultation with the 
Director of the National Science Foundation 
and the Administrator; and 

(B) after taking into consideration— 
(i) the nature of the projects and experi-

ments being conducted at the laboratory; 
(ii) available amounts in the Fund; 

(iii) any pending costs or claims that may 
be required to be paid out of the Fund; and 

(iv) the amount of funding required for fu-
ture actions associated with the closure of 
the facility; 

(2) an amount determined by the State, in 
consultation with the Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation and the Adminis-
trator, and to be paid by the appropriate 
project sponsor, for each project to be con-
ducted, which amount— 

(A) shall be used to pay— 
(i) costs incurred in removing from the 

Mine or laboratory equipment or other mate-
rials related to the project; 

(ii) claims arising out of or in connection 
with the project; and 

(iii) if any portion of the amount remains 
after paying the expenses described in 
clauses (i) and (ii), other costs described in 
subsection (c); and 

(B) may, at the discretion of the State, be 
assessed— 

(i) annually; or 
(ii) in a lump sum as a prerequisite to the 

approval of the project; 
(3) interest earned on amounts in the 

Fund, which amount of interest shall be used 
only for a purpose described in subsection 
(c); and 

(4) all other funds received and designated 
by the State for deposit in the Fund. 

(c) EXPENDITURES FROM FUND.—Amounts 
in the Fund shall be used only for the pur-
poses of funding— 

(1) waste and hazardous substance removal 
or remediation, or other environmental 
cleanup at the Mine; 

(2) removal of equipment and material no 
longer used, or necessary for use, in conjunc-
tion with a project conducted at the labora-
tory; 

(3) a claim arising out of or in connection 
with the conducting of such a project; 

(4) purchases of insurance by the State as 
required under section 6; 

(5) payments for and other costs relating 
to liability described in section 5; and 

(6) closure of the Mine and laboratory. 
(d) FEDERAL PAYMENTS FROM FUND.—The 

United States— 
(1) to the extent the United States assumes 

liability under section 5— 
(A) shall be a beneficiary of the Fund; and 
(B) may direct that amounts in the Fund 

be applied to pay amounts and costs de-
scribed in this section; and 

(2) may take action to enforce the right of 
the United States to receive 1 or more pay-
ments from the Fund. 

(e) NO REQUIREMENT OF DEPOSIT OF PUBLIC 
FUNDS.—Nothing in this section requires the 
State to deposit State funds as a condition of 
the assumption by the United States of li-
ability, or the relief of the State or 
Homestake from liability, under section 5. 
SEC. 8. REQUIREMENTS FOR OPERATION OF LAB-

ORATORY. 
After the conveyance, nothing in this Act 

exempts the laboratory from compliance 
with any law (including a Federal environ-
mental law). 
SEC. 9. CONTINGENCY. 

This Act shall be effective contingent on 
the selection, by the National Science Foun-
dation, of the Mine as the site for the labora-
tory. 
SEC. 10. PAYMENT AND REIMBURSEMENT OF 

COSTS. 
The United States may seek payment— 
(1) from the Fund, under section 7(d), to 

pay or reimburse the United States for 
amounts payable or liabilities incurred 
under this Act; and 

(2) from available insurance, to pay or re-
imburse the United States and the Fund for 
amounts payable or liabilities incurred 
under this Act. 

SEC. 11. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated 

such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Act. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, 
Mr. LUGAR, Mr. TORRICELLI, and 
Mr. CORZINE): 

S. 1390. A bill to amend title XXI of 
the Social Security Act to require the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to make grants to promote innova-
tive outreach and enrollment efforts 
under the State children’s health in-
surance program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the 
bipartisan legislation I am introducing 
today with Senators LUGAR, 
TORRICELLI, and CORZINE entitled the 
‘‘Children’s Health Coverage Improve-
ment Act of 2001’’ would improve out-
reach and enrollment efforts targeted 
at children to dramatically reduce the 
number of uninsured children in this 
country. This legislation is a com-
panion bill to S. 1016, the ‘‘Start 
Healthy, Stay Healthy Act of 2001,’’ 
which would expand and improve cov-
erage to children and pregnant women 
through Medicaid and the State Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program, 
CHIP. 

The legislation provides $100 million 
in grants annually from the unspent al-
locations in CHIP to community-based 
public or non-profit organizations, in-
cluding community health centers, 
children’s hospitals, disproportionate 
share hospitals, local and county gov-
ernment, and public health depart-
ments, for the purposes of conducting 
innovative outreach and enrollment ef-
forts. 

The bill further clarifies that the 
outstationed workers requirement in 
Medicaid, which requires that eligi-
bility workers be available in the pub-
lic in our nation’s community health 
centers and safety net hospitals, shall 
also enroll children in CHIP if they are 
eligible for coverage under that pro-
gram as well. 

As you are aware, the State Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program, 
which was passed as part of the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997, was the larg-
est expansion of health coverage since 
the enactment of Medicare and Med-
icaid in 1965. The program, designed to 
cover low-income children under age 
18, provides on average $4 billion a year 
to the states to either expand Med-
icaid, establish a separate state pro-
gram apart from Medicaid, or a com-
bination of the two approaches. 

Unfortunately, according to an 
Urban Institute report entitled How 
Familiar Are Low-Income Parents with 
Medicaid and SCHIP?, it is estimated 
that up to 80 percent of the 11 million 
uninsured children in the country are 
eligible for but unenrolled in Medicaid 
or SCHIP. Thus, ineligibility for cov-
erage is no longer a barrier for the vast 
majority of uninsured children. In-
stead, as the report notes, ‘‘A major 
challenge today is how to reach and en-
roll the millions of children who are el-
igible but who remain uninsured.’’ 
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The biggest problems are knowledge 

gaps, confusion about program rules, 
and problems created by bureaucratic 
barriers to coverage. According to the 
study, ‘‘Only 38 percent of low-income 
uninsured children have parents who 
have heard of Medicaid or SCHIP pro-
grams and who also understand the 
basic eligibility rules,’’ Moreover, less 
than half of parents, 47 percent, of low 
income uninsured children were even 
aware of the separate SCHIP program. 

As the authors conclude, ‘‘For SCHIP 
expansions to reduce uninsurance 
among children, it is critical that fam-
ilies know about the coverage available 
through separate non-Medicaid SCHIP 
programs . . . .’’ 

In addition, senior health researcher 
Peter J. Cunningham at the Center for 
Studying Health System Change re-
cently published an article in Health 
Affairs entitled ‘‘Targeting Commu-
nities With High Rates of Uninsured 
Children’’ that highlights that the 
‘‘key to getting children insured’’ is 
improved ‘‘enrollment outreach.’’ 

As the article notes, ‘‘Policymakers 
have understood from the beginning 
that the key to the success of SCHIP is 
in getting eligible children to enroll 
. . . The results of this study suggest 
that outreach activities and other ef-
forts to stimulate enrollment need to 
be especially focused in high- 
uninsurance areas, both because they 
include a large concentration of the na-
tion’s uninsured children and because 
take-up rates of public and private cov-
erage have historically been lower in 
these areas.’’ 

Cunningham particularly notes that 
children in high-uninsured commu-
nities are disproportionately Hispanic. 
As he points out, ‘‘Hispanics typically 
have lower take-up rates for health in-
surance programs for which they are 
eligible. This could be attributable to 
immigration concerns, language bar-
riers, lack of awareness of public pro-
grams, or not understanding the roll 
that insurance coverage plays in the 
United States in securing access to 
high-quality health care.’’ 

As a result, the legislation also con-
tains a provision giving priority to 
community-based organizations in 
communities with high rates of eligible 
but unenrolled children and in areas 
with high rates of families for whom 
English is not their primary language. 
It is certainly my desire for programs 
such as ‘‘promotoras’’ or community 
health advisors to receive these grants, 
as they have been incredibly effective 
in New Mexico in improving health in-
surance coverage to children. 

An estimated 11 million children 
under age 19 were without health insur-
ance in 1999, including 129,000 in New 
Mexico, representing 15 percent of all 
children in the United States and 22 
percent of children in New Mexico, the 
fourth highest rate of uninsured chil-
dren in the country. An estimated 
103,000 of those children are in families 
with incomes below 200 percent of pov-
erty, so the majority of those children 

are already eligible for but unenrolled 
in Medicaid. 

Why is this important? According to 
the American College of Physicians- 
American Society of Internal Medicine, 
uninsured children, compared to the in-
sured, are: up to 6 times more likely to 
have gone without needed medical, 
dental or other health care; 2 times 
more likely to have gone without a 
physician visit during the previous 
year; up to 4 times more likely to have 
delayed seeking medical care; up to 10 
times less likely to have a regular 
source of medical care; 1.7 times less 
likely to receive medical treatment for 
asthma; and, up to 30 percent less like-
ly to receive medical attention for any 
injury. 

In fact, one study has ‘‘estimated 
that the 15 percent rise in the number 
of children eligible for Medicaid be-
tween 1984 and 1992 decreased child 
mortality by 5 percent.’’ This expan-
sion of coverage for children occurred, 
I would add, during the Reagan and 
Bush Administrations, so this is clear-
ly a bipartisan issue that deserves fur-
ther bipartisan action. 

Mr. President, I urge this legisla-
tion’s immediate passage. We can and 
must do better for our children. 

I ask unanimous consent for the text 
of the bill to be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1390 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Children’s 
Health Coverage Improvement Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. GRANTS TO PROMOTE INNOVATIVE OUT-

REACH AND ENROLLMENT EFFORTS 
UNDER SCHIP. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2104(f) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1397dd(f)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘The Secretary’’ and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the Secretary’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) GRANTS TO PROMOTE INNOVATIVE OUT-

REACH AND ENROLLMENT EFFORTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Prior to any redistribu-

tion under paragraph (1) of unexpended allot-
ments made to States under subsection (b) or 
(c) for fiscal year 2000 and any fiscal year 
thereafter, the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(i) reserve from such unexpended allot-
ments the lesser of $100,000,000 or the total 
amount of such unexpended allotments for 
grants under this paragraph for the fiscal 
year in which the redistribution occurs; and 

‘‘(ii) subject to subparagraph (B), use such 
reserved funds to make grants to local and 
community-based public or nonprofit organi-
zations (including organizations involved in 
pediatric advocacy, local and county govern-
ments, public health departments, Feder-
ally-qualified health centers, children’s hos-
pitals, and hospitals defined as dispropor-
tionate share hospitals under the State plan 
under title XIX) to conduct innovative out-
reach and enrollment efforts that are con-
sistent with section 2102(c) and to promote 
parents’ understanding of the importance of 
health insurance coverage for children. 

‘‘(B) PRIORITY FOR GRANTS IN CERTAIN 
AREAS.—In making grants under subpara-

graph (A)(ii), the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to grant applicants that propose to tar-
get the outreach and enrollment efforts 
funded under the grant to geographic areas— 

‘‘(i) with high rates of eligible but 
unenrolled children, including such children 
who reside in rural areas; or 

‘‘(ii) with high rates of families for whom 
English is not their primary language. 

‘‘(C) APPLICATIONS.—An organization that 
desires to receive a grant under this para-
graph shall submit an application to the Sec-
retary in such form and manner, and con-
taining such information, as the Secretary 
may decide.’’. 

(b) EXTENDING USE OF OUTSTATIONED WORK-
ERS TO ACCEPT TITLE XXI APPLICATIONS.— 
Section 1902(a)(55) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(55)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, and 
applications for child health assistance 
under title XXI’’ after ‘‘(a)(10)(A)(ii)(IX)’’. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself 
and Mr. DEWINE): 

S. 1391. A bill to establish a grant 
program for Sexual Assault Forensic 
Examiners, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Sexual Assault 
Forensic Examiners Act of 2001, which 
is being co-sponsored by Senator 
DEWINE. This bill aims to vastly im-
prove the care of victims of sexual as-
sault and help see to it that their 
attackers end up behind bars. 

Over 300,000 women are sexually as-
saulted each year in the United States. 
Unlike all other violent crimes, rape is 
not declining in frequency. When a 
woman suffers the horrific crime of 
sexual assault, there are two minimal 
things our system owes her. First, we 
owe it to her to do everything in our 
power to find and put her assailants be-
hind bars. Second, we owe her prompt 
and caring treatment when she’s re-
ported the crime, which in itself is 
often an act of great courage. Yet, all 
too often, we fail in these basic obliga-
tions. 

Most rape victims who seek treat-
ment go to hospital emergency rooms, 
where they often wait hours in public 
waiting rooms. Some leave the hospital 
altogether rather than endure extended 
delay, decreasing the likelihood the of-
fense will ever be reported or pros-
ecuted. Once victims are finally at-
tended to, most victims are treated by 
a series of rushed emergency room 
nurses, doctors and lab technicians 
who often lack specialized training in 
the particular physical and psycho-
logical care rape victims need. Emer-
gency room nurses and doctors also 
typically have little training in col-
lecting, correctly handling and pre-
serving forensic evidence from rape 
victims. Moreover, many hospitals 
lack the last forensic tools, such as dye 
that reveals microscopic scratches, and 
colposcopes, which detect and photo-
graph otherwise invisible pelvic inju-
ries. As a result, evidence is mis-
handled or never uncovered in the first 
place—jeopardizing prosecutions. Fi-
nally, emergency room personnel, al-
ready overworked, are sometimes re-
luctant to cooperate with police and 
prosecutors in sexual assault cases, 
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knowing this entails time-consuming 
interviews, witness preparation and 
court appearances—to say nothing of 
unpleasant cross-examinations. 

SAFE programs dramatically im-
prove the situation. SAFE examiners 
are specially trained in the latest tech-
niques of forensic evidence gathering. 
They cooperate fully with police and 
prosecutors, and their specialized 
training and experience makes them 
better witnesses in court. When defend-
ants claim consent, physical evidence 
of force, which can be difficult to un-
cover and explain to juries—can make 
all the difference. Prosecutors support 
SAFE programs because they lead to 
more prosecutions and convictions. 

SAFE programs also provide better 
care to victims. Rather than face a 
long public wait and a revolving door 
of emergency room care-givers, victims 
treated by SAFEs are seen imme-
diately in private, tell their story to 
and receive care from a single attend-
ant, and are treated with greater sensi-
tivity by examiners with specialized 
psychological training. 

There are now fewer than 750 SAFE 
programs in the United States, serving 
less than 5 percent of all victims. Our 
bill aims to expand SAFE programs by 
providing $10 million a year from 2002 
to 2006 in grants to new or existing 
SAFE programs. SAFE programs cur-
rently have to compete against a myr-
iad of other law enforcement and vic-
tims’ programs for federal funding 
under the Violence Against Women Act 
and the Victims of Crime Act; by con-
trast, the SAFE Grant Act of 2001 will 
provide a unique and direct source of 
Federal funding for SAFEs. The De-
partment of Justice, which is already 
responsible for developing national 
standards for SAFE programs, will ad-
minister the grants, ensure that recipi-
ents conform to the national stand-
ards, and give priority to SAFE pro-
grams in currently undeserved areas. 

Being the victims of a sexual assault 
is bad enough. We have to see to it that 
the system doesn’t exacerbate the 
problem with shoddy care and mis-
handled cases. This bill should provide 
some help and I’m proud to introduce 
it today. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, today I 
rise as a cosponsor of the Sexual As-
sault Forensic Examiners Act of 2001, 
sponsored by my colleague, Senator 
CHARLES SCHUMER, to whom I am 
grateful for introducing this important 
legislation. The purpose of this legisla-
tion is to appropriate $10 million annu-
ally for the support of programs that 
utilize Sexual Assault Forensic Nurses 
in the treatment and counseling of 
rape victims. 

Somewhere in America, a woman is 
sexually assaulted every two minutes. 
In the past year alone, 307,000 women 
were sexually assaulted in this coun-
try, and unlike other violent crimes, 
rape is not decreasing in frequency. 
Unfortunately, the treatment that 
many rape victims presently receive is 
far from adequate. Most victims of sex-

ual assault who report their crimes do 
so in a hospital emergency room, where 
they frequently wait hours for treat-
ment only to see doctors without spe-
cialized training who lack the proper 
forensic tools for evidence collection. 
Many victims report that their post- 
traumatic experiences in hospitals con-
stitute another humiliating victimiza-
tion. Victims of sexual assault should 
not be traumatized twice, especially 
when there are better programs in 
place that could help them. 

A Sexual Assault Forensic Examiner, 
often referred to as a SAFE, is a reg-
istered nurse who has received ad-
vanced training and clinical prepara-
tion in the forensic examination of sex-
ual assault victims. As opposed to rape 
survivors seen by typical emergency 
room personnel, patients seen by these 
SAFEs rarely wait for treatment, see a 
single specially trained examiner in-
stead of any number of different doc-
tors, and receive sensitive, specialized 
care. The intervention of SAFEs in a 
sex crimes case bolsters the odds of 
prosecution and conviction of offend-
ers, as these nurses are trained in the 
proper methods to utilize ‘‘rape kits’’ 
and collect forensic evidence. Further-
more, the expertise of SAFE nurses 
renders them better witnesses than 
most emergency room personnel during 
trials, which can make the difference 
between a conviction and an acquittal. 
The Department of Justice reports that 
in areas where SAFE programs have 
been established for more than 10 
years, there is a 96 percent rape convic-
tion rate, as opposed to the 4% average 
conviction rate in areas without SAFE 
facilities. 

Five hundred SAFE programs cur-
rently exist in the United States, but 
these programs treat less than 5 per-
cent of all sexual assault victims. Fi-
nancial hurdles hinder the growth of 
SAFE programs, which frequently com-
pete with other law enforcement and 
victims’ programs to obtain the lim-
ited Federal funds available from exist-
ing sources. By creating a specific and 
substantial source of Federal funding 
for SAFE programs, more SAFE pro-
grams will be established, improving 
both the quality of care provided to 
victims and the conviction rate of their 
assailants. 

In the short time that I have been 
speaking here, two women became vic-
tims of sexual violence. By lending 
your support to the ‘‘Sexual Assault 
Forensic Examiner Grant Act of 2001,’’ 
you can help assure that the hundreds 
of thousands of women who are raped 
each year receive the sensitive medical 
care that hey both require and deserve. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and 
Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 1392. A bill to establish procedures 
for the Bureau of Indian Affairs of the 
Department of the Interior with re-
spect to tribal recognition; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and 
Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 1393. A bill to provide grants to en-
sure full and fair participation in cer-
tain decisionmaking processes at the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce two pieces of legis-
lation intended to help reform and im-
prove the process by which the Federal 
Government acknowledges the sov-
ereign rights of American Indian tribes 
and their Governments. 

I offer these bills with a sense of hope 
and with the expectation that they will 
contribute to the larger national con-
versation about how the Federal Gov-
ernment can best fulfill its obligations 
to America’s native peoples. Senator 
INOUYE and Senator CAMPBELL have 
provided invaluable leadership on this 
issue and I hope that the bills I am in-
troducing today will serve as a modest, 
but useful contribution that will help 
move us toward a more speedy and 
more fair recognition process. 

Currently there are more than 150 In-
dian groups that have petitions for rec-
ognition as sovereign tribes pending 
before the Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
BIA. No fewer than nine of those peti-
tions are from groups based in Con-
necticut. 

Several recent actions by the BIA 
have generated considerable debate 
about the timeliness, accuracy, and 
fairness of the BIA’s actions. I believe 
that careful reform of the recognition 
process can help prevent future doubts 
before they emerge. 

As we consider how best to reform 
the process for tribal recognition, we 
ought to be guided by several firm 
principles: fairness, openness, respect, 
and a common interest in bettering the 
quality of life for all Americans. The 
two bills that I am introducing today 
are based on these principles and I be-
lieve will bring us closer to our shared 
objectives. 

Problems with the current recogni-
tion process have been well docu-
mented. It is widely recognized that 
the process is taking too long to re-
solve the claims of many Indian 
groups. It is also known that towns and 
other interested parties often believe 
that their input is ignored. 

Last year, the then-Assistant Sec-
retary for Indian Affairs testified be-
fore the Senate Indian Affairs Com-
mittee on the BIA’s tribal recognition 
process. In a remarkable statement, he 
called for an overhaul of that process. 
I do not disagree. In fact, I believe that 
we have an obligation to restore public 
confidence in the recognition process. 

I have proposed a three-part legisla-
tive initiative to make the process 
more accurate, more fair, and more 
timely. Those parts are: one, provide 
more money to the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs. I have previously called for in-
creases in the budget for the BIA so it 
can upgrade its recognition process. 
For several years, I have sought and 
supported additional funding for the 
BIA’s branch of acknowledgment and 
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research. The legislation that I am in-
troducing today would dramatically in-
crease the BIA’s budget for this office. 
Right now, the BIA has about 150 rec-
ognition petitions pending. At the cur-
rent pace, it takes an average of eight 
to ten years for a tribe’s petition to be 
decided upon. It seems to me that is an 
unacceptably long amount of time. In-
deed, I can think of no other area of 
law where Americans must wait as 
long to have their rights adjudicated 
and vindicated. Under any scenario for 
reform, the BIA should have more re-
sources to get the job done efficiently, 
thoroughly, and most importantly, ac-
curately. The tribal recognition and In-
dian Bureau Enhancement Act, which I 
am introducing would authorize $10 
million to help BIA quickly address its 
backlog. This funding increase is crit-
ical to help remedy deficiencies in the 
process by which Indian groups are 
evaluated and recommended for ac-
knowledgment as sovereign legal enti-
ties. 

Two, this legislation will provide as-
sistance grants to local governments 
and tribes so that they can fully par-
ticipate in the recognition process and 
other BIA proceedings. Any govern-
ment or tribe would have to dem-
onstrate financial need as a condition 
of receiving these funds. And they 
would have to demonstrate that a 
grant would promote the interests of 
just administration at the BIA. My in-
tention here is to help improve the 
fact-finding process and ensure that 
the Bureau’s recognition decisions are 
based on the best available informa-
tion. 

Three, I propose that we make the 
recognition process more transparent. 
It bears noting that there has never 
been an unambiguous grant of author-
ity from Congress to the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs to administer a program 
for the recognition of Indian Tribes. I 
believe that it is time for Congress to 
make such a clear grant of authority. 
The legislation I am proposing would 
essentially codify many of the regula-
tions that the BIA has been operating 
under for years. I believe that it is in 
the interest of the general public and 
American’s sovereign tribes to ensure 
that those parts of the BIA regulations 
that are working well will have the full 
force of statutory law. Relying on stat-
utory authority, rather than regula-
tions, will afford the public and tribes 
with a measure of certainty and perma-
nency that has heretofore been lack-
ing. Anchoring the BIA’s authority in 
legislation will also restore Congress to 
an appropriate position where it can 
more effectively monitor and oversee 
execution of its law. 

Let me stress something about these 
proposed reforms: We should seek not 
to dictate an outcome, but to ensure a 
process that is fair, open, and respect-
ful to all. That is the best guarantee of 
an outcome that is just whatever it 
may be. 

In concluding, I appreciate that the 
steps I announced today may appear 

modest to some, excessive to others. I 
know they will not please everyone. 
But they do, I believe, outline a series 
of actions that can bring greater fair-
ness, openness, and respect to this area 
of Federal policy. That is my sincere 
hope, in any event. 

I look forward to discussing these 
and other ideas with Chairman INOUYE, 
Senator CAMPBELL, and their col-
leagues on the Indians Affairs Com-
mittee. I submit these bills to them in 
humble recognition of their wealth of 
wisdom and understanding about these 
matters. I also look forward to dis-
cussing them with our other colleagues 
here in the Senate and with members 
of the communities that may be im-
pacted by these proposals. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of both bills be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bills 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1392 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Tribal Recognition and Indian Bureau 
Enhancement Act of 2001’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings. 
Sec. 3. Purposes. 
Sec. 4. Definitions. 
Sec. 5. Effect of acknowledgment of tribal 

existence. 
Sec. 6. Scope. 
Sec. 7. Letter of intent. 
Sec. 8. Duties of the Department. 
Sec. 9. Requirements for the documented pe-

tition. 
Sec. 10. Mandatory criteria for Federal ac-

knowledgment. 
Sec. 11. Previous Federal acknowledgment. 
Sec. 12. Notice of receipt of a letter of intent 

or documented petition. 
Sec. 13. Processing of the documented peti-

tion. 
Sec. 14. Testimony and the opportunity to 

be heard. 
Sec. 15. Written submissions by interested 

parties. 
Sec. 16. Publication of final determination. 
Sec. 17. Independent review, reconsider-

ation, and final action. 
Sec. 18. Implementation of decision ac-

knowledging status as an In-
dian tribe. 

Sec. 19. Authorization of appropriations. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The United States has an obligation to 

recognize and respect the sovereignty of Na-
tive American peoples who have maintained 
their social, cultural, and political identity. 

(2) All Native American tribal govern-
ments that represent tribes that have main-
tained their social, cultural, and political 
identity, to the extent possible within the 
context of history, are entitled to establish 
government-to-government relations with 
the United States and are entitled to the 
rights appertaining to sovereign govern-
ments. 

(3) The Bureau of Indian Affairs of the De-
partment of the Interior exercises responsi-
bility for determining whether Native Amer-
ican groups constitute ‘‘Federal Tribes’’ and 

are therefore entitled to be recognized by the 
United States as sovereign nations. 

(4) In recent years, the decisionmaking 
process used by the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
to resolve claims of tribal sovereignty has 
been widely criticized. 

(5) In order to ensure continued public con-
fidence in the Federal Government’s deci-
sions pertaining to tribal recognition, it is 
necessary to reform the recognition process. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are as follows: 
(1) To establish administrative procedures 

to extend Federal recognition to certain In-
dian groups. 

(2) To extend to Indian groups that are de-
termined to be Indian tribes the protection, 
services, and benefits available from the 
Federal Government pursuant to the Federal 
trust responsibility with respect to Indian 
tribes. 

(3) To extend to Indian groups that are de-
termined to be Indian tribes the immunities 
and privileges available to other federally 
acknowledged Indian tribes by virtue of their 
status as Indian tribes with a government- 
to-government relationship with the United 
States. 

(4) To ensure that when the Federal Gov-
ernment extends acknowledgment to an In-
dian group, the Federal Government does so 
based upon clear, factual evidence derived 
from an open and objective administrative 
process. 

(5) To provide clear and consistent stand-
ards of administrative review of documented 
petitions for Federal acknowledgment. 

(6) To clarify evidentiary standards and ex-
pedite the administrative review process by 
providing adequate resources to process peti-
tions. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) BUREAU.—The term ‘‘Bureau’’ means 

the Bureau of Indian Affairs of the Depart-
ment of the Interior. 

(2) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 
means the Department of the Interior. 

(3) DOCUMENTED PETITION.—The term ‘‘doc-
umented petition’’ means the detailed argu-
ments made by a petitioner to substantiate 
the petitioner’s claim to continuous exist-
ence as an Indian tribe, together with the 
factual exposition and all documentary evi-
dence necessary to demonstrate that the ar-
guments address the mandatory criteria set 
forth in section 10. 

(4) HISTORICALLY, HISTORICAL, OR HIS-
TORY.—The term ‘‘historically’’, ‘‘histor-
ical’’, or ‘‘history’’ means dating from the 
first sustained contact with non-Indians. 

(5) INDIAN GROUP OR GROUP.—The term ‘‘In-
dian group’’ or ‘‘group’’ means any Indian or 
Alaska Native aggregation within the conti-
nental United States that the Secretary does 
not acknowledge to be an Indian tribe. 

(6) INDIAN TRIBE; TRIBE.—The terms ‘‘In-
dian tribe’’ and ‘‘tribe’’ mean any group that 
the Secretary determines to have met the 
mandatory criteria set forth in section 10. 

(7) PETITIONER.—The term ‘‘petitioner’’ 
means any entity that has submitted a letter 
of intent to the Secretary requesting ac-
knowledgment that the entity is an Indian 
tribe. 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 
SEC. 5. EFFECT OF ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF TRIB-

AL EXISTENCE. 
Acknowledgment of an Indian tribe under 

this Act— 
(1) confers the protection, services, and 

benefits of the Federal Government available 
to Indian tribes by virtue of their status as 
tribes; 

(2) means that the tribe is entitled to the 
immunities and privileges available to other 
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federally acknowledged Indian tribes by vir-
tue of their government-to-government rela-
tionship with the United States; 

(3) means that the United States recog-
nizes that the tribe has the responsibilities, 
powers, limitations, and obligations of a fed-
erally acknowledged Indian tribe; and 

(4) subjects the Indian tribe to the same 
authority of Congress and the United States 
to which other federally acknowledged tribes 
are subjected. 
SEC. 6. SCOPE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—This Act applies only to 
those Native American Indian groups indige-
nous to the continental United States which 
are not currently acknowledged as Indian 
tribes by the Department. It is intended to 
apply only to groups that can present evi-
dence of a substantially continuous tribal 
existence and which have functioned as au-
tonomous entities throughout history until 
the date of the submission of the docu-
mented petition. 

(b) EXCLUSIONS.—The procedures estab-
lished under this Act shall not apply to any 
of the following: 

(1) Any Indian tribe, organized band, pueb-
lo, Alaska Native village, or community 
that, as of the date of enactment of this Act, 
has been acknowledged as such and is receiv-
ing services from the Bureau. 

(2) An association, organization, corpora-
tion, or group of any character that has been 
formed after December 31, 2002. 

(3) Splinter groups, political factions, com-
munities, or groups of any character that 
separate from the main body of a currently 
acknowledged tribe, except that any such 
group that can establish clearly that the 
group has functioned throughout history 
until the date of the submission of the docu-
mented petition as an autonomous tribal en-
tity may be acknowledged under this Act, 
even though the group has been regarded by 
some as part of or has been associated in 
some manner with an acknowledged North 
American Indian tribe. 

(4) Any group which is, or the members of 
which are, subject to congressional legisla-
tion terminating or forbidding the Federal 
relationship. 

(5) Any group that previously petitioned 
and was denied Federal acknowledgment 
under part 83 of title 25 of the Code of Fed-
eral Regulations prior to the date of enact-
ment of this Act, including reorganized or 
reconstituted petitioners previously denied, 
or splinter groups, spinoffs, or component 
groups of any type that were once part of pe-
titioners previously denied. 

(c) PENDING PETITIONS.—Any Indian group 
whose documented petition is under active 
consideration under the regulations referred 
to in subsection (b)(5) as of the date of enact-
ment of this Act, and for which a determina-
tion is not final and effective as of such date, 
may opt to have their petitioning process 
completed in accordance with this Act. Any 
such group may request a suspension of con-
sideration in accordance with the provisions 
of section 83.10(g) of title 25 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations, as in effect on the date 
of enactment of this Act, of not more than 
180 days in order to provide additional infor-
mation or argument. 
SEC. 7. LETTER OF INTENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any Indian group in the 
continental United States that desires to be 
acknowledged as an Indian tribe and that 
can satisfy the mandatory criteria set forth 
in section 10 may submit a letter of intent to 
the Secretary. A letter of intent may be filed 
in advance of, or at the same time as, a 
group’s documented petition. 

(b) APPROVAL OF GOVERNING BODY.—A let-
ter of intent must be produced, dated, and 
signed by the governing body of the Indian 
group submitting the letter. 

SEC. 8. DUTIES OF THE DEPARTMENT. 
(a) PUBLICATION OF LIST OF INDIAN 

TRIBES.—The Department shall publish in 
the Federal Register, no less frequently than 
every 3 years, a list of all Indian tribes enti-
tled to receive services from the Bureau by 
virtue of their status as Indian tribes. The 
list may be published more frequently, if the 
Secretary deems it necessary. 

(b) GUIDELINES FOR PREPARATION OF DOCU-
MENTED PETITIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 
available guidelines for the preparation of 
documented petitions. Such guidelines shall 
include the following: 

(A) An explanation of the criteria and 
other provisions relevant to the Depart-
ment’s consideration of a documented peti-
tion. 

(B) A discussion of the types of evidence 
which may be used to demonstrate satisfac-
tion or particular criteria. 

(C) General suggestions and guidelines on 
how and where to conduct research. 

(D) An example of a documented petition 
format, except that such example shall not 
preclude the use of any other format. 

(2) SUPPLEMENTATION AND REVISION.—The 
Secretary may supplement or update the 
guidelines as necessary. 

(c) ASSISTANCE.—The Department shall, 
upon request, provide petitioners with sug-
gestions and advice regarding preparation of 
the documented petition. The Department 
shall not be responsible for any actual re-
search necessary to prepare such petition. 

(d) NOTICE REGARDING CURRENT PETI-
TIONS.—Any Indian group whose documented 
petition is under active consideration as of 
the date of enactment of this Act shall be 
notified of the opportunity under section 6(c) 
to choose whether to complete their peti-
tioning process under the provisions of this 
Act or under the provisions of part 83 of title 
25 of the Code of Federal Regulations, as in 
effect on the day before such date. 

(e) NOTICE TO GROUPS WITH A LETTER OF IN-
TENT.—Any group that has submitted a let-
ter of intent to the Department as of the 
date of enactment of this Act shall be noti-
fied that any documented petition submitted 
by the group shall be considered under the 
provisions of this Act. 
SEC. 9. REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DOCUMENTED 

PETITION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The documented petition 

may be in any readable form that contains 
detailed, specific evidence in support of a re-
quest to the Secretary to acknowledge tribal 
existence. 

(b) APPROVAL OF GOVERNING BODY.—The 
documented petition must include a certifi-
cation, signed and dated by members of the 
group’s governing body, stating that it is the 
group’s official documented petition. 

(c) SATISFACTION OF MANDATORY CRI-
TERIA.—A petitioner must satisfy all of the 
mandatory criteria set forth in section 10 in 
order for tribal existence to be acknowl-
edged. The documented petition must in-
clude thorough explanations and supporting 
documentation in response to all of such cri-
teria. 

(d) STANDARDS FOR DENIAL.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 

and (3), a petitioner shall not be acknowl-
edged if the evidence presented by the peti-
tioner or others is insufficient to dem-
onstrate that the petitioner meets each of 
the mandatory criteria in section 10. 

(2) REASONABLE LIKELIHOOD OF VALIDITY.— 
A criterion shall be considered met if the 
Secretary finds that it is more likely than 
not that the evidence presented dem-
onstrates the establishment of the criterion. 

(3) CONCLUSIVE PROOF NOT REQUIRED.—Con-
clusive proof of the facts relating to a cri-
terion shall not be required in order for the 
criterion to be considered met. 

(e) CONSIDERATION OF HISTORICAL SITUA-
TIONS.—Evaluation of petitions shall take 
into account historical situations and time 
periods for which evidence is demonstrably 
limited or not available. The limitations in-
herent in demonstrating the historical exist-
ence of community and political influence or 
authority shall also be taken into account. 
Existence of community and political influ-
ence or authority shall be demonstrated on a 
substantially continuous basis, but such 
demonstration does not require meeting 
these criteria at every point in time. Fluc-
tuations in tribal activity during various 
years shall not in themselves be a cause for 
denial of acknowledgment under these cri-
teria. 

SEC. 10. MANDATORY CRITERIA FOR FEDERAL 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

The mandatory criteria for Federal ac-
knowledgment are the following: 

(1) IDENTIFICATION ON A SUBSTANTIALLY 
CONTINUOUS BASIS.—The petitioner has been 
identified as an American Indian entity on a 
substantially continuous basis since 1900. 
Evidence that the group’s character as an In-
dian entity has from time to time been de-
nied shall not be considered to be conclusive 
evidence that this criterion has not been 
met. Evidence to be relied upon in deter-
mining a group’s Indian identity may consist 
of any 1, or a combination, of the following, 
as well as other evidence of identification by 
other than the petitioner itself or its mem-
bers: 

(A) Identification as an Indian entity by 
Federal authorities. 

(B) Relationships with State governments 
based on identification of the group as In-
dian. 

(C) Dealings with a county, parish, or 
other local government in a relationship 
based on the group’s Indian identity. 

(D) Identification as an Indian entity by 
anthropologists, historians, or other schol-
ars. 

(E) Identification as an Indian entity in 
newspapers and books. 

(F) Identification as an Indian entity in re-
lationships with Indian tribes or with na-
tional, regional, or State Indian organiza-
tions. 

(2) DISTINCT COMMUNITY.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—A predominant portion of 

the petitioning group comprises a distinct 
community and has existed as a community 
from historical times until the date of the 
submission of the documented petition. This 
criterion may be demonstrated by some com-
bination of the following evidence or other 
evidence: 

(i) Significant rates of marriage within the 
group, or, as may be culturally required, pat-
terned out-marriages with other Indian pop-
ulations. 

(ii) Significant social relationships con-
necting individual members. 

(iii) Significant rates of informal social 
interaction which exist broadly among the 
members of a group. 

(iv) A significant degree of shared or coop-
erative labor or other economic activity 
among the membership. 

(v) Evidence of strong patterns of discrimi-
nation or other social distinctions by non-
members. 

(vi) Shared sacred or secular ritual activ-
ity encompassing most of the group. 

(vii) Cultural patterns shared among a sig-
nificant portion of the group that are dif-
ferent from those of the non-Indian popu-
lations with whom it interacts. Such pat-
terns must function as more than a symbolic 
identification of the group as Indian, and 
may include language, kinship organization, 
or religious beliefs and practices. 
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(viii) The persistence of a named, collec-

tive Indian identity continuously over a pe-
riod of more than 50 years, notwithstanding 
changes in name. 

(ix) A demonstration of historical political 
influence under the criterion in paragraph (3) 
shall be evidence for demonstrating histor-
ical community. 

(B) SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE.—A petitioner 
shall be considered to have provided suffi-
cient evidence of community at a given 
point in time if evidence is provided to dem-
onstrate any 1 of the following: 

(i) More than 50 percent of the members re-
side in a geographical area exclusively or al-
most exclusively composed of members of 
the group, and the balance of the group 
maintains consistent interaction with some 
members of the community. 

(ii) At least 50 percent of the marriages in 
the group are between members of the group. 

(iii) At least 50 percent of the group mem-
bers maintain distinct cultural patterns such 
as language, kinship organization, or reli-
gious beliefs and practices. 

(iv) There are distinct community social 
institutions encompassing most of the mem-
bers, such as kinship organizations, formal 
or informal economic cooperation, or reli-
gious organizations. 

(v) The group has met the criterion in 
paragraph (3) using evidence described in 
paragraph (3)(A). 

(3) POLITICAL INFLUENCE OR AUTHORITY.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The petitioner has main-

tained political influence or authority over 
its members as an autonomous entity from 
historical times until the date of the submis-
sion of the documented petition. This cri-
terion may be demonstrated by some com-
bination of the following evidence or by 
other evidence: 

(i) The group is able to mobilize significant 
numbers of members and significant re-
sources from its members for group purposes. 

(ii) Most of the membership considers 
issues acted upon or actions taken by group 
leaders or governing bodies to be of impor-
tance. 

(iii) There is widespread knowledge, com-
munication, and involvement in political 
processes by most of the group’s members. 

(iv) The group meets the criterion in para-
graph (2) at more than a minimal level. 

(v) There are internal conflicts which show 
controversy over valued group goals, prop-
erties, policies, processes, or decisions. 

(B) SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—A petitioning group shall 

be considered to have provided sufficient evi-
dence to demonstrate the exercise of polit-
ical influence or authority at a given point 
in time by demonstrating that group leaders 
or other mechanisms exist or existed that— 

(I) allocate group resources such as land 
and residence rights on a consistent basis; 

(II) settle disputes between members or 
subgroups by mediation or other means on a 
regular basis; 

(III) exert strong influence on the behavior 
of individual members, such as the establish-
ment or maintenance of norms and the en-
forcement of sanctions to direct or control 
behavior; or 

(IV) organize or influence economic sub-
sistence activities among the members, in-
cluding shared or cooperative labor. 

(ii) PRESUMPTIVE EVIDENCE.—A group that 
has met the requirements in paragraph (2)(A) 
at a given point in time shall be considered 
to have provided sufficient evidence to meet 
this criterion at that point in time. 

(4) GOVERNING DOCUMENT AND MEMBERSHIP 
CRITERIA.—Submission of a copy of the 
group’s governing document and membership 
criteria. In the absence of a written docu-
ment, the petitioner must provide a state-

ment describing in full its membership cri-
teria and current governing procedures. 

(5) DESCENDANTS FROM A HISTORICAL INDIAN 
TRIBE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The petitioner’s member-
ship consists of individuals who descend from 
a historical Indian tribe or from historical 
Indian tribes which combined and functioned 
as a single autonomous political entity. Evi-
dence acceptable to the Secretary which can 
be used for this purpose includes the fol-
lowing: 

(i) Rolls prepared by the Secretary on a 
descendancy basis for purposes of distrib-
uting claims money, providing allotments, 
or other purposes. 

(ii) Federal, State, or other official records 
or evidence identifying group members or 
ancestors of such members as being descend-
ants of a historical tribe or tribes that com-
bined and functioned as a single autonomous 
political entity. 

(iii) Church, school, and other similar en-
rollment records identifying group members 
or ancestors of such members as being de-
scendants of a historical tribe or tribes that 
combined and functioned as a single autono-
mous political entity. 

(iv) Affidavits of recognition by tribal el-
ders, leaders, or the tribal governing body 
identifying group members or ancestors of 
such members as being descendants of a his-
torical tribe or tribes that combined and 
functioned as a single autonomous political 
entity. 

(v) Other records or evidence identifying 
members or ancestors of such members as 
being descendants of a historical tribe or 
tribes that combined and functioned as a sin-
gle autonomous political entity. 

(B) CERTIFIED MEMBERSHIP LIST.—The peti-
tioner must provide an official membership 
list, separately certified by the group’s gov-
erning body, of all known current members 
of the group. The list must include each 
member’s full name (including maiden 
name), date of birth, and current residential 
address. The petitioner shall also provide a 
copy of each available former list of mem-
bers based on the group’s own defined cri-
teria, as well as a statement describing the 
circumstances surrounding the preparation 
of the current list and, insofar as possible, 
the circumstances surrounding the prepara-
tion of former lists. 

(6) MEMBERSHIP IS COMPOSED PRINCIPALLY 
OF INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE NOT MEMBERS OF AN 
ACKNOWLEDGED TRIBE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The membership of the 
petitioning group is composed principally of 
individuals who are not members of any ac-
knowledged North American Indian tribe. 

(B) EXCEPTION.—A petitioning group may 
be acknowledged even if its membership is 
composed principally of individuals whose 
names have appeared on rolls of, or who have 
been otherwise associated with, an acknowl-
edged Indian tribe, if the group establishes 
that it has functioned throughout history 
until the date of the submission of the docu-
mented petition as a separate and autono-
mous Indian tribal entity, that its members 
do not maintain a bilateral political rela-
tionship with the acknowledged tribe, and 
that its members have provided written con-
firmation of their membership in the peti-
tioning group. 

(7) NO LEGISLATION TERMINATES OR PRO-
HIBITS THE FEDERAL RELATIONSHIP.—Neither 
the petitioner nor its members are the sub-
ject of congressional legislation that has ex-
pressly terminated or forbidden the Federal 
relationship. 
SEC. 11. PREVIOUS FEDERAL ACKNOWLEDG-

MENT. 
The provisions of section 83.8 of title 25 of 

the Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect 
on the date of enactment of this Act, shall 

apply with respect to petitioners claiming 
previous Federal acknowledgment under this 
Act. 
SEC. 12. NOTICE OF RECEIPT OF A LETTER OF IN-

TENT OR DOCUMENTED PETITION. 

(a) NOTICE AND PUBLICATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Within 30 days after re-

ceiving a letter of intent, or a documented 
petition if a letter of intent has not pre-
viously been received and noticed, the Sec-
retary shall acknowledge such receipt in 
writing and shall have published within 60 
days in the Federal Register a notice of such 
receipt. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The notice published 
in the Federal Register shall include the fol-
lowing: 

(A) The name, location, and mailing ad-
dress of the petitioner and such other infor-
mation as will identify the entity submitting 
the letter of intent or documented petition. 

(B) The date the letter or petition was re-
ceived. 

(C) Information regarding how interested 
and informed parties may submit factual or 
legal arguments in support of, or in opposi-
tion to, the petitioner’s request for acknowl-
edgment or to request to be kept informed of 
all general actions affecting the petition. 

(D) Information regarding where a copy of 
the letter of intent and the documented peti-
tion may be examined. 

(b) OTHER NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary 
shall notify, in writing, the chief executive 
officer, members of Congress, and attorney 
general of the State in which a petitioner is 
located and of each State in which the peti-
tioner historically has been located. The 
Secretary shall also notify any recognized 
tribe and any other petitioner which appears 
to have a relationship with the petitioner, 
including a historical relationship, or which 
may otherwise be considered to have a po-
tential interest in the acknowledgment de-
termination. The Secretary shall also notify 
the chief executive officers of the counties 
and municipalities located in the geographic 
area historically occupied by the petitioning 
group. 

(c) OTHER PUBLICATION.—The Secretary 
shall also publish the notice of receipt of the 
letter of intent, or documented petition if a 
letter of intent has not been previously re-
ceived, in a major newspaper or newspapers 
of general circulation in the town or city 
nearest to the petitioner. Such notice shall 
include the information required under sub-
section (a)(2). 
SEC. 13. PROCESSING OF THE DOCUMENTED PE-

TITION. 

The provisions of section 83.10 of title 25 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect 
on the date of enactment of this Act, shall 
apply with respect to the processing of a doc-
umented petition under this Act. 
SEC. 14. TESTIMONY AND THE OPPORTUNITY TO 

BE HEARD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
sider all relevant evidence from any inter-
ested party including neighboring munici-
palities that possess information bearing on 
whether to recognize an Indian group or not. 

(b) HEARING UPON REQUEST.—Upon an in-
terested party’s request, and for good cause 
shown, the Secretary shall conduct a formal 
hearing at which all interested parties may 
present evidence, call witnesses, cross-exam-
ine witnesses, or rebut evidence in the record 
or presented by other parties during the 
hearing. 

(c) TRANSCRIPT REQUIRED.—A transcript of 
any hearing held under this section shall be 
made and shall become part of the adminis-
trative record upon which the Secretary is 
entitled to rely in determining whether to 
recognize an Indian group. 
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SEC. 15. WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS BY INTERESTED 

PARTIES. 
The Secretary shall consider any written 

materials submitted to the Bureau from any 
interested party, including neighboring mu-
nicipalities, that possess information bear-
ing on whether to recognize an Indian group. 
SEC. 16. PUBLICATION OF FINAL DETERMINA-

TION. 
The Secretary shall publish in the Federal 

Register a complete and detailed explanation 
of the Secretary’s final decision regarding a 
documented petition under this Act, includ-
ing express finding of facts and of law with 
regard to each of the critera listed in section 
10. 
SEC. 17. INDEPENDENT REVIEW, RECONSIDER-

ATION, AND FINAL ACTION. 
The provisions of section 83.11 of title 25 of 

the Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect 
on the date of enactment of this Act, shall 
apply with respect to the independent re-
view, reconsideration, and final action of the 
Secretary on a documented petition under 
this Act. 
SEC. 18. IMPLEMENTATION OF DECISION AC-

KNOWLEDGING STATUS AS AN IN-
DIAN TRIBE. 

The provisions of section 83.12 of title 25 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect 
on the date of enactment of this Act, shall 
apply with respect to the implementation of 
a decision under this Act acknowledging a 
petitioner as an Indian tribe. 
SEC. 19. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this Act, $10,000,000 for fiscal year 
2002 and each fiscal year thereafter. 

S. 1393 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To the extent that 
amounts are appropriated and acceptable re-
quests are submitted, the Secretary shall 
award grants to eligible local governments 
and eligible Indian groups to promote the 
participation of such governments and 
groups in the decisionmaking process related 
to the actions described in subsection (b), if 
the Secretary determines that the assistance 
provided under such a grant is necessary to 
protect the interests of the government or 
group and would otherwise promote the in-
terests of just administration within the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs. 

(b) ACTIONS FOR WHICH GRANTS MAY BE 
AVAILABLE.—The Secretary may award 
grants under this section for participation 
assistance related to the following actions: 

(1) ACKNOWLEDGMENT.—An Indian group is 
seeking Federal acknowledgment or recogni-
tion, or a terminated Indian tribe is seeking 
to be restored to Federally-recognized sta-
tus. 

(2) TRUST STATUS.—A Federally-recognized 
Indian tribe has asserted trust status with 
respect to land within the boundaries of an 
area over which a local government cur-
rently exercises jurisdiction. 

(3) TRUST LAND.—A Federally-recognized 
Indian tribe has filed a petition with the Sec-
retary of the Interior requesting that land 
within the boundaries of an area over which 
a local government is currently exercising 
jurisdiction be taken into trust. 

(4) LAND CLAIMS.—An Indian group or a 
Federally-recognized Indian tribe is assert-
ing a claim to land based upon a treaty or a 
law specifically applicable to transfers of 
land or natural resources from, by, or on be-
half of any Indian, Indian tribe, or group, or 
band of Indians (including the Acts com-
monly known as the Trade and Intercourse 
Acts (1 Stat. 137; 2 Stat. 139; and 4 Stat. 729). 

(5) OTHER ACTIONS.—Any other action or 
proposed action relating to an Indian group 
or Federally-recognized Indian tribe if the 
Secretary determines that the action or pro-
posed action is likely to significantly affect 
the citizens represented by a local govern-
ment. 

(c) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—Grants awarded 
under this section to a local government or 
eligible Indian group for any one action may 
not exceed $500,000 in any fiscal year. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ACKNOWLEDGED INDIAN TRIBE.—The term 

‘‘acknowledged Indian tribe’’ means any In-
dian tribe, band, nation, pueblo, or other or-
ganized group or community which is recog-
nized as eligible for the special programs and 
services provided by the United States to In-
dians because of their status as Indians. 

(2) ELIGIBLE INDIAN GROUP.—The term ‘‘eli-
gible Indian group’’ means a group that— 

(A) is determined by the Secretary to be in 
need of financial assistance to facilitate fair 
participation in a pending action described 
in subsection (b); 

(B) is an acknowledged Indian Tribe or has 
petitioned the Secretary to be acknowledged 
as a Indian Tribe; and 

(C) petitions the Secretary for a grant 
under subsection (a). 

(3) ELIGIBLE LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—The term 
‘‘eligible local government’’ means a munici-
pality or county that— 

(A) is determined by the Secretary to be in 
need of financial assistance to facilitate fair 
participation in a pending action described 
in subsection (b); and 

(B) petitions the Secretary for a grant 
under subsection (a). 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Grants awarded 
under this section may only be applied to ex-
penses incurred after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $8,000,000 for each fis-
cal year that begins after the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON SUBMITTED 
RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 150—DESIG-
NATING THE WEEK OF SEP-
TEMBER 23 THROUGH SEP-
TEMBER 29, 2001, AS ‘‘NATIONAL 
PARENTS WEEK’’ 
Mr. VOINOVICH (for himself and Mr. 

DEWINE) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 150 
Whereas parents play an indispensable role 

in the rearing of their children; 
Whereas good-parenting is a time-con-

suming, emotionally demanding task that is 
essential not only to the health of a house-
hold but to the well-being of our Nation; 

Whereas without question, the future of 
our Nation depends largely upon the willing-
ness of mothers and fathers, however busy or 
distracted, to embrace their parental respon-
sibilities and to vigilantly watch over and 
guide the lives of their children; 

Whereas mothers and fathers must strive 
tirelessly to raise children in an atmosphere 
of decency, discipline, and devotion, where 
encouragement abounds and where kindness, 
affection, and cooperation are in plentiful 
supply; 

Whereas the journey into adulthood can be 
perilous and lonely for a child without sta-
bility, direction, and emotional support; 

Whereas children benefit enormously from 
parents with whom they feel safe, secure, 
and valued, and in an environment where 
adult and child alike can help one another 
aspire to joy and fulfillment on a variety of 
levels; and 

Whereas such a domestic climate contrib-
utes significantly to the development of 
healthy, well-adjusted adults, and it is im-
perative that the general population not un-
derestimate the favorable impact that posi-
tive parenting can have on society as a 
whole: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the week of September 23 

through September 29, 2001, as ‘‘National 
Parents Week’’; and 

(2) requests that the President issue a 
proclamation calling upon the people of the 
United States to observe such week with ap-
propriate ceremonies and activities. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my friend and colleague 
from Ohio, Senator VOINOVICH, to offer 
a resolution designating September 23 
through September 29, 2001, as ‘‘Na-
tional parents Week.’’ During this 
week, advocates would wear purple rib-
bons and communities all over would 
take time to reflect on how important 
parents are in our children’s lives. 

As proud parents of eight children 
and now six grandchildren, my wife, 
Fran, and I know that our Nation’s fu-
ture is in the hands of our children. 
They are the next doctors, firefighters, 
teachers, and parents, themselves. To 
quote Abraham Lincoln, ‘‘a child is a 
person who is going to carry-on what 
you have started . . . the fate of hu-
manity is in his hands.’’ President Lin-
coln’s worlds hold as true today as they 
did well over one hundred years ago. 

To safeguard this future, parents 
must fulfill many demanding respon-
sibilities. They must guide their chil-
dren, teach them right from wrong, 
share in their joy and comfort, and 
support them in times of need. As any 
parent knows, this is not always easy. 
It takes a parent’s constant dedication, 
constant attention, and constant love. 
This resolution will serve as a giant 
‘‘thank you’’ to all the parents who 
work so hard every day to provide for 
their children. 

With this resolution, we congratulate 
and adulate parents in order to assure 
them that we are behind them—100 per-
cent. They must know how important 
it is to stay the course and continue to 
provide the values and lessons that will 
secure a bright and promising future 
for our children. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 
rise today to join my friend and col-
league, Senator MIKE DEWINE, to intro-
duce legislation that will highlight the 
week of September 23, 2001 as National 
Parent’s Week. 

Positive parenting is a task that is 
crucial to the future of our Nation, yet 
the responsibilities and burdens that 
fall upon parents are too often under-
valued. I believe it is essential that we 
highlight the importance of parents in 
developing healthy and productive 
children in our society. 

Children thrive in homes where par-
ents take an active role in providing 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8973 August 3, 2001 
stability, safety and discipline. This, 
combined with unconditional affection 
and encouragement, provide children 
with the solid foundation to move 
ahead in life. 

I was fortunate to have grown up in 
a household with such loving and dedi-
cated parents. My mother and father 
strongly believed in the duty and re-
sponsibility they had to their six chil-
dren, and worked tirelessly to ensure 
that my brothers and sisters and I 
would become healthy, productive 
adults. 

As a matter of fact, it is from my 
parents that I learned the importance 
of using my God-given talents to serve 
others. My life in public service has 
been a reflection of what they not only 
preached, but on how they lived their 
lives. My siblings and I were taught 
early on that part of earning and de-
serving our citizenship was giving 
back, not only to our immediate fam-
ily, but also to our community and our 
country. 

Even as my mother entered her 
eighties, she still served as a model for 
our family. Although, she was moving 
on in years, she would still volunteer 
her time in the library of a Cleveland 
city school. I would ask her, ‘‘Mom— 
why are you still doing this? You’ve 
done enough! Why don’t you just rest 
and take it easy?’’ 

Her answer was always the same: 
‘‘Because I’m needed.’’ 

I was truly blessed to have two won-
derful parents who were such loving 
and supportive role models. Too often, 
today’s youth look elsewhere for guid-
ance and comfort, not realizing that all 
the support and guidance they need is 
already there under their own roof. It 
is imperative that we bring the role of 
parents back to prominence, for they 
are the front-line for instilling the val-
ues we cherish in all our nation’s 
youth. 

I encourage parents all over the na-
tion to recognize and cherish the bless-
ing and responsibility the have in rais-
ing God’s gifts to them. It is my hope 
that through the establishment of ‘‘Na-
tional Parents Week,’’ we will raise 
awareness of just how important our 
parents are in molding the next genera-
tion of Americans citizens. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 151—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT THE WORLD CON-
FERENCE AGAINST RACISM, RA-
CIAL DISCRIMINATION, XENO-
PHOBIA, AND RELATED INTOL-
ERANCE PRESENTS A UNIQUE 
OPPORTUNITY TO ADDRESS 
GLOBAL DISCRIMINATION 
Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. SCHUMER, 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. WELLSTONE, 
and Mr. CORZINE) submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions: 

S. RES. 151 

Whereas racial discrimination, ethnic con-
flict, and xenophobia persist in various parts 

of the world despite continuing efforts by the 
international community to address these 
problems; 

Whereas in recent years the world has wit-
nessed campaigns of ethnic cleansing; 

Whereas racial minorities, migrants, asy-
lum seekers, and indigenous peoples are per-
sistent targets of intolerance and violence; 

Whereas millions of human beings con-
tinue to encounter discrimination solely due 
to their race, skin color, or ethnicity; 

Whereas early action is required to prevent 
the growth of ethnic hatred and to diffuse 
potential violent conflicts; 

Whereas the United Nations World Con-
ference Against Racism, Racial Discrimina-
tion, Xenophobia, and Related Intolerance 
(in this resolution referred to as ‘‘WCAR’’), 
to be held in Durban, South Africa, from Au-
gust 31 through September 7, 2001, aims to 
create a new world vision for the fight 
against racism and other forms of intoler-
ance in the twenty-first century, urge par-
ticipants to adopt anti-discrimination poli-
cies and practices, and establish a mecha-
nism for monitoring future progress toward 
a discrimination-free world; 

Whereas the WCAR will review progress 
made in the fight against racism and con-
sider ways to better ensure the application 
of existing standards to combat racism; 

Whereas participants of the WCAR cur-
rently plan to discuss remedies, redress, and 
other mechanisms to provide recourse at na-
tional, regional, and international levels for 
victims of racism, xenophobia, sexism, reli-
gious intolerance, slavery, and other forms 
of discrimination; 

Whereas the WCAR is charged with review-
ing the political, historical, economic, so-
cial, cultural, and other factors leading to 
racism and racial discrimination and formu-
lating concrete recommendations to further 
action-oriented national, regional, and inter-
national measures to combat racism; 

Whereas some preparatory materials for 
the WCAR take positions on current crises 
which, if adopted in the final WCAR Declara-
tion and Program of Action, could exacer-
bate existing tensions, such as language 
which takes sides in the current crisis be-
tween Israelis and Palestinians; 

Whereas the attempt by some to use the 
WCAR as a platform to resuscitate the divi-
sive and discredited notion equating Zionism 
with racism, a notion that was overwhelm-
ingly rejected in 1991 by a subsequent United 
Nations Resolution, would undermine the 
goals and objectives of the WCAR; 

Whereas the WCAR is expected to propose 
concrete recommendations to ensure that 
the United Nations has the resources to ac-
tively combat racism and racial discrimina-
tion; and 

Whereas the United States encourages re-
spect for an individual’s human rights and 
fundamental freedoms without distinction of 
any kind, such as race, color, sex, language, 
religion, political or other opinion, national 
or social origin, property, birth, or other sta-
tus: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) encourages all participants in the 

WCAR to seize this singular opportunity to 
tackle the scourges of racism, xenophobia, 
sexism, religious intolerance, slavery, and 
other forms of discrimination which have di-
vided people and wreaked immeasurable suf-
fering; 

(2) recognizes that, since racism, racial dis-
crimination, xenophobia, and other forms of 
intolerance exist to some extent in every re-
gion and country around the world, efforts to 
address these prejudices should occur within 
a global framework and without reference to 
specific regions, countries, or present-day 
conflicts; 

(3) exhorts the participants to utilize the 
WCAR to mitigate, rather than aggravate, 
racial, ethnic, and regional tensions; 

(4) urges the WCAR to focus on concrete 
steps that may be taken to address gross 
human rights violations that were motivated 
by racially and ethnically based animus and 
on devising strategies to help eradicate such 
intolerance; 

(5) hopes that objectionable language con-
cerning Israel and Zionism will be removed 
so that the United States will be able to send 
a delegation and participate fully in the 
WCAR; and 

(6) commends the efforts of the Govern-
ment of the Republic of South Africa in 
hosting the WCAR. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 152—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT THE SECRETARY 
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS SHOULD 
REQUEST ASSISTANCE FROM 
THE COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL 
SECURITY IN FULFILLING THE 
SECRETARY’S MANDATE TO PRO-
VIDE OUTREACH TO VETERANS, 
THEIR DEPENDANTS, AND THEIR 
SURVIVORS 

Mrs. LINCOLN submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: 

S. RES. 152 

Whereas the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs (VA) has a statutory mandate to pro-
vide outreach to veterans, their dependents, 
and their survivors; 

Whereas the most recent survey conducted 
by the VA indicates that many veterans and 
survivors are unaware of benefits they are el-
igible to receive; 

Whereas recent press reports indicate 
many veterans are not aware that they are 
eligible for low-cost prescription medica-
tions as part of medical care provided by the 
VA; 

Whereas some VA outreach initiatives, 
such as the Health Benefits Hotline (1–877– 
222–VETS), are somewhat recent; 

Whereas more than 9,000,000 veterans re-
ceive Social Security benefits; 

Whereas the number of members of the 
largest group of veterans, the Vietnam Era 
veterans, who are awarded Social Security 
disability and retirement insurance benefits 
will increase over time; 

Whereas the Social Security Administra-
tion sends more than 45,000,000 cost-of-living 
adjustment notices to its beneficiaries each 
year; 

Whereas the Social Security Administra-
tion sends more than 2,000,000 award notices 
to newly-entitled disability and retirement 
insurance beneficiaries each year; 

Whereas more than 100,000 persons visit the 
field offices of the Social Security Adminis-
tration every workday; 

Whereas the Social Security Administra-
tion has 65,000 employees, most of whom 
come into contact with the public; 

Whereas many Social Security bene-
ficiaries who are veterans could benefit from 
VA medical care because they do not have 
prescription drug coverage or are not cur-
rently eligible for Medicare; and 

Whereas many Social Security bene-
ficiaries are eligible for additional income 
through the VA’s pension and compensation 
programs: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
should request assistance from the Commis-
sioner of Social Security in fulfilling the 
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Secretary’s mandate to provide outreach to 
veterans, dependents, and survivors; and 

(2) such assistance should include— 
(A) using the December 2002 Social Secu-

rity cost-of-living adjustment notice as a 
means of publicizing the VA Health Benefits 
Hotline and the fact that the Department of 
Veterans Affairs (VA) provides comprehen-
sive health care, including prescription 
medications, to veterans; 

(B) using Social Security award notices for 
retirement insurance and disability insur-
ance benefits to publicize the VA Health 
Benefits Hotline and the fact that the VA 
provides comprehensive health care, includ-
ing prescription medications, to veterans; 

(C) distributing VA publications that de-
scribe the cash, health, and other benefits 
available through the VA to all Social Secu-
rity Administration field offices so that 
these publications may be provided to mem-
bers of the public who visit such offices; and 

(D) broadcasting information to all em-
ployees at the Social Security Administra-
tion who have contact with the public re-
garding the health care benefits (including 
the availability of prescription medications 
as part of treatment) available through the 
VA, each pension and compensation program 
of the VA, and other benefits available 
through the VA so that employees at the So-
cial Security Administration can inform vet-
erans about VA programs. 

Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. President, I rise 
today to submit a Senate resolution 
calling on the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs to work with the Commissioner 
of the Social Security Administration 
to better inform the Nation’s veterans 
and their dependents about benefits 
available from the VA. 

In recent months, we have seen con-
siderable legislative activity designed 
to improve outreach to veterans and 
their dependents. The President re-
cently signed into law the Veterans’ 
Survivor Benefits Improvement Act. 
This Act, for the first time, provides 
the VA with a legislative mandate to 
provide outreach and assistance to de-
pendents of veterans. In addition to 
this legislation, several of my distin-
guished colleagues in the Senate have 
introduced the Veterans’ Right to 
Know Act. This Act would require the 
VA, once it received an application for 
any benefit, to inform a veteran or a 
dependent about ALL VA benefits. The 
Veterans’ Right to Know Act would 
also require the VA to develop an an-
nual outreach plan by working with 
service organizations representing vet-
erans. 

However, I know that the VA is con-
cerned that some of these initiatives 
are bureaucratic requirements that 
would divert resources from programs 
that directly serve the veteran popu-
lation. I understand the concerns of the 
VA and let me make it clear that I am 
not here today to criticize the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs or the em-
ployees of the VA. I consider the Sec-
retary and his employees to be some of 
the most dedicated public servants in 
the Nation. 

Instead, I am here today to ask for 
the Secretary’s help and to ask him to 
consider our perspective as legislators. 
We have passed legislation to provide 
health care and economic security to 

our Nation’s veterans and yet we often 
hear from constituents who are not 
aware of the benefits and services the 
VA provides. 

One of the most important benefits 
the VA provides is comprehensive 
health care, including low-cost pre-
scription medications. Unfortunately, 
many veterans believe they have to be 
disabled or poor to enroll in the VA 
health care system. The reality is that 
any honorably discharged veteran can 
enroll in VA health care. 

Let me tell you about a message re-
cently posted on the Web site of Sen-
iors USA. The message is from Art 
Mazer, who is the Coordinator for the 
Gray Panthers of Greater Boston, Mr. 
Mazer writes that he has just enrolled 
in the VA health care system and will 
now receive his medications for just $2 
per month from the VA pharmacy. Mr. 
Mazer, who happened to find out about 
these pharmacy benefits through an 
email newsletter of the Social Security 
Administration, refers to the prescrip-
tion drug benefits provided by the VA 
as ‘‘one of the best kept secrets’’ in the 
government. Although I applaud the 
Social Security Administration for its 
informative newsletter and I am glad 
Mr. Mazer is sharing the information 
with other seniors, I am concerned that 
VA health care is being described on an 
Internet site for seniors as one of the 
best kept secrets of the government. 

In some ways, it is appropriate that 
Mr. Mazer found out about VA benefits 
from the Social Security Administra-
tion. Remarkably, two out of every five 
veterans receive Social Security. 
Today, more than nine million vet-
erans are on the Social Security rolls. 
Over the next several years, we will see 
millions of Vietnam Era veterans being 
brought into Social Security’s dis-
ability and retirement programs. 

The Social Security Administration 
has one of the most extensive systems 
of public communication in our gov-
ernment. Each year, this Agency sends 
out tens of millions of notices to its 
beneficiaries. These notices inform the 
public about Social Security, Medicare, 
and other vital government programs. 
Every workday, 100,000 citizens visit 
the Social Security Administration’s 
1,300 field offices around the country. 
The primary role of field office employ-
ees is to administer the Social Secu-
rity programs, but we know from our 
disabled and elderly constituents that 
it is often a Social Security employee 
who tells them about a program to help 
pay their Medicare bills or a program 
to help them meet their food expenses. 
Simply put, the Social Security Ad-
ministration is on the front lines in 
our battle to alleviate poverty among 
our disabled and elderly citizens. 

The Resolution I am submitting 
today calls on the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to request assistance 
from the Commissioner of Social Secu-
rity in fulfilling the Secretary’s man-
date to provide outreach to veterans 
and their dependents. The Resolution 
outlines four initiatives, but let me 
talk briefly about just one. 

Each year the Social Security Ad-
ministration mails 45 million cost-of- 
living adjustment notices to its bene-
ficiaries. The primary purpose of these 
COLA notices is to tell beneficiaries 
how much their benefits will increase. 
However, the Social Security Adminis-
tration has used a portion of these no-
tices in the past to provide information 
on government health care programs, 
such as Medicare. It is my hope that 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs will 
request that a portion of these COLA 
notices include information on the VA 
health care system, including its provi-
sion of low-cost prescription drugs. The 
VA, to its credit, has developed a 
Health Benefits Hotline, 1–877–222– 
VETS, so that veterans can find out 
about and enroll in VA health care. 
The COLA notices are an effective way 
to publicize this Hotline. We know that 
it requires time to prepare for these 
outreach initiatives, but I am hopeful 
that this initiative could be imple-
mented for the December 2002 COLA 
notices. This gives the Secretary over a 
year to work with the Social Security 
Administration to implement the ini-
tiative. 

The initiatives outlined in this Reso-
lution are not costly or intrusive be-
cause they build on the already-exist-
ing capabilities of the Federal Govern-
ment. And yet, these initiatives will 
inform millions of veterans and their 
dependents about VA programs. 

The current Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs, Anthony J. Principi, is a com-
bat-decorated veteran. I know he is 
deeply committed to serving veterans 
and their families. So, today, through 
this Resolution, I am asking him to 
take some practical steps to ensure 
that our veterans and their families 
are fully informed about benefits and 
services provided by the VA. I feel sure 
that the Social Security Administra-
tion, an Agency with a well-earned rep-
utation for serving the disabled and the 
elderly, will respond favorably to a re-
quest for assistance by Secretary 
Principi. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 153—RECOG-
NIZING THE ENDURING CON-
TRIBUTIONS, HEROIC ACHIEVE-
MENTS, AND DEDICATED WORK 
OF SHIRLEY ANITA CHISHOLM 
Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, Mr. 

BIDEN, Mr. DODD, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
LEVIN, and Mr. SCHUMER) submitted 
the following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary: 

S. RES. 153 

Whereas Shirley Anita Chisholm has de-
voted her life to public service; 

Whereas Shirley Anita Chisholm served in 
the New York State Assembly from 1964 to 
1968; 

Whereas Shirley Anita Chisholm became 
the first African-American woman to be 
elected to Congress in 1968; 

Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm was a 
fierce critic of the seniority system in Con-
gress, protested her assignment in 1969 to the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
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Representatives, and won reassignment to a 
committee of the House of Representatives 
on which she could better serve her inner- 
city district in Brooklyn, New York; 

Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm served 
as a Member of Congress from 1968 until 1983; 

Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm pro-
posed legislation to increase funding for 
child care facilities in order to allow such fa-
cilities to extend their hours of operation 
and provide services to both middle-class and 
low-income families; 

Whereas in 1972 Congresswoman Chisholm 
became the first African-American and the 
first woman to be a candidate for the nomi-
nation of the Democratic Party for the office 
of President; 

Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm cam-
paigned in the primaries of 12 States, won 28 
delegates, and received 152 first ballot votes 
at the national convention for the nomina-
tion of the Democratic Party for the office of 
President; 

Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm has 
fought throughout her life for fundamental 
rights for women, children, seniors, African- 
Americans, Hispanics, and other minority 
groups; 

Whereas Congresswoman Chisholm has 
been a committed advocate for many pro-
gressive causes, including improving edu-
cation, ending discrimination in hiring prac-
tices, increasing the availability of child 
care, and expanding the coverage of the Fed-
eral minimum wage laws to include domestic 
employment; 

Whereas in addition to the service of Con-
gresswoman Chisholm as a legislator, Con-
gresswoman Chisholm has worked to im-
prove society as a nursery school teacher, di-
rector of a child care facility, consultant for 
the New York Department of Social Serv-
ices, and educator; and 

Whereas it is appropriate that the dedi-
cated work and outstanding accomplish-
ments of Congresswoman Chisholm be recog-
nized during the month of March, which is 
National Women’s History Month: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the enduring contributions 

and heroic achievements of Shirley Anita 
Chisholm; and 

(2) appreciates the dedicated work of Shir-
ley Anita Chisholm to improve the lives and 
status of women in the United States. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 154—COM-
MENDING ELIZABETH B. 
LETCHWORTH FOR HER SERVICE 
TO THE UNITED STATES SENATE 
Mr. LOTT (for himself and Mr. 

DASCHLE) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 154 
Whereas Elizabeth B. Letchworth has duti-

fully served the United States Senate for 
over 25 years; 

Whereas Elizabeth’s service to the Senate 
began with her appointment as a United 
States Senate page in 1975; 

Whereas Elizabeth continued her work as a 
special Legislative assistant, a Republican 
Cloakroom assistant, and as a Republican 
Floor Assistant; 

Whereas in 1995 Elizabeth was appointed by 
the Majority Leader and elected by the Sen-
ate to be Secretary for the Majority: 

Whereas Elizabeth was the first woman to 
be elected as Republican Secretary: 

Whereas Elizabeth was the youngest per-
son to be elected the Secretary for the Ma-
jority at the age of 34. Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
commends Elizabeth Letchworth for her 

many years of service to the United States 
Senate, and wishes to express its deep appre-
ciation and gratitude for her contributions 
to the institution. In addition, the Senate 
wishes Elizabeth and her husband Ron all 
the best in their future endeavors. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to Eliza-
beth Letchworth. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 155—ELECT-
ING DAVID J. SCHIAPPA OF 
MARYLAND AS SECRETARY OF 
THE MINORITY OF THE SENATE 

Mr. LOTT submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 155 

Resolved, That David J. Schiappa of Mary-
land be, and he is hereby, elected Secretary 
for the Minority of the Senate effective Au-
gust 29, 2001. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 156—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT THE REGIONAL 
HUMANITIES INITIATIVE OF THE 
NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR 
THE HUMANITIES BE NAMED 
FOR EUDORA WETLY 

Mr. COCHRAN (for himself and Mr. 
LOTT) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions: 

S. RES. 156 

Whereas Eudora Welty was the last of the 
4 literary giants (William Faulkner, Ten-
nessee Williams, and Richard Wright) who 
shaped both the Southern Literary Renais-
sance and American literature in the 20th 
century; 

Whereas this grand lady of American lit-
erature both embraced and transcended the 
South; 

Whereas in the words of critic Maureen 
Howard, ‘‘It is not the South we find in her 
stories, it is Eudora Welty’s south, a region 
that feeds her imagination and a place we 
come to trust’’; 

Whereas critic Maureen Howard noted that 
Eudora Welty was ‘‘a Southerner as Checkov 
was a Russian, because place provides them 
with a reality, a reality as difficult, mys-
terious, and impermanent as life’’; 

Whereas Eudora Welty’s literary legacy in-
cludes more than a dozen novels, collections 
of short stories, essays, and books of photog-
raphy; 

Whereas for this impressive literary canon 
Eudora Welty was awarded the Pulitzer Prize 
in 1973, the French Legion of Honor in 1996, 
the PEN/Malamud Award in 1992, 6 O’Henry 
Awards, the Presidential Medal of Freedom, 
the National Endowment for the Humanities 
Frankel Medal, The National Book Critics 
Award, and the Gold Medal of the National 
Institute of Arts and Letters; 

Whereas Eudora Welty was the first living 
writer to be included in the prestigious Li-
brary of America series that features Amer-
ican literary giants such as Mark Twain, 
Walt Whitman, Henry James, Willa Cather, 
Edith Wharton, Edgar Allen Poe, and Wil-
liam Faulkner; 

Whereas 2 of Eudora Welty’s books, The 
Robber Bridegroom and The Ponder Heart, 
were adapted for the stage in New York; 

Whereas the place in which Eudora Welty 
lived, Jackson, Mississippi, was central to 
her work as a writer; 

Whereas Jackson, Mississippi was, in 
Eudora Welty’s words, ‘‘like a fire that never 
goes out’’; 

Whereas for Eudora Welty, place was ‘‘the 
stuff of fiction, as close to our living lives as 
the earth we can pick up and rub between 
our fingers, something we can feel and 
smell. . .We know what the place has made of 
these people through generations. We have a 
sense of continuity and that, I think, comes 
from place.’’; 

Whereas no writer was ever more beloved, 
or more adored by her readers who avidly 
followed her life and work; 

Whereas Eudora Welty deeply loved family 
stories and recalled how ‘‘Long before I 
wrote stories, I listened for stories. . .when 
their elders sit and begin, children are just 
waiting and hoping for one to come out, like 
a mouse from a hole.’’; 

Whereas Eudora Welty’s work focused on 
family life, including weddings, reunions, 
and funerals; 

Whereas Eudora Welty’s career began with 
the study of region and place when she 
worked as a writer and photographer for the 
Works Progress Administration, work that 
later inspired her fiction and literary essays; 

Whereas these writings help each of us bet-
ter understand the humanities and their ties 
to region and place; 

Whereas Eudora Welty’s work inspired the 
National Endowment for the Humanities to 
launch its Regional Humanities Initiative 
through 20 planning grants that have been 
awarded to institutions in the States of Ari-
zona, California, Illinois, Louisiana, Michi-
gan, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, New 
Hampshire, New Jersey, North Dakota, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, 
Texas, Utah, Virginia, and Wisconsin; 

Whereas like the gentle rain that fell 
across Mississippi on the day of Eudora 
Welty’s funeral, the Regional Humanities 
Initiative nourishes the soil of American cul-
ture and its roots in our regions; 

Whereas the Regional Humanities Initia-
tive honors the places from which we each 
come and preserves our history and culture 
for future generations; and 

Whereas Eudora Welty believed deeply in 
the noble work of the Regional Humanities 
Initiative and her name will inspire future 
generations to understand and celebrate the 
places that shape our Nation: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the Regional Humanities Initiative be 
named for Eudora Welty. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing a Sense of the Senate 
Resolution honoring the memory of 
Eudora Welty, the famed Mississippi 
author who died last week. Senator 
LOTT has joined me in sponsoring this 
resolution renaming the Regional Hu-
manities Initiative at the National En-
dowment for the Humanities, NEH, the 
Eudora Welty Regional Humanities Ini-
tiative. 

One of the great themes of Miss 
Welty’s writings is a sense of place. It 
is fitting then that the Regional Hu-
manities Initiative that honors the 
places from which we come and will 
preserve our history and culture for fu-
ture generations be named for her. In 
fact, a quote from Miss Welty’s work is 
used in the NEH guidelines for this ini-
tiative and I would like to share those 
words with you: ‘‘It is by knowing 
where you stand that you grow able to 
judge where you are. Place absorbs our 
earliest notice and attention. It 
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bestows upon us our original aware-
ness: and our critical powers spring up 
from the study of it and the growth ex-
periences inside it. . . . 

One place comprehended can make us 
understand other places better. Sense 
of place gives us equilibrium; extended, 
it is sense of direction too.’’ 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 64—DIRECTING THE ARCHI-
TECT OF THE CAPITOL TO 
ENTER INTO A CONTRACT FOR 
THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 
OF A MONUMENT TO COMMEMO-
RATE THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF 
MINORITY WOMEN TO WOMEN’S 
SUFFRAGE AND TO THE PAR-
TICIPATION OF MINORITY 
WOMEN IN PUBLIC LIFE, AND 
FOR OTHER PURPOSES 
Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, Mrs. 

BOXER, Ms. CANTWELL, Mrs. CARNAHAN, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. SCHUMER, 
and Ms. STABENOW) submitted the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration: 

S. CON. RES. 64 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF 

MONUMENT COMMEMORATING CON-
TRIBUTIONS OF MINORITY WOMEN 
TO WOMEN’S SUFFRAGE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of adoption of this Resolution, 
the Architect of the Capitol shall enter into 
a contract for the design and construction of 
a monument to commemorate the contribu-
tions of minority women to women’s suffrage 
and to the participation of minority women 
in public life in the United States (referred 
to in this Resolution as the ‘‘Monument’’). 

(b) WOMEN DEPICTED ON MONUMENT.—The 
Monument shall depict an appropriate rep-
resentative, as determined by the Advisory 
Committee established under section 2, of 
each of the following: 

(1) African American women. 
(2) Hispanic American women. 
(3) Asian Pacific American women. 
(4) Jewish American women. 
(5) Native American women. 
(c) DEADLINE FOR COMPLETION.—The con-

tract under subsection (a) shall include a re-
quirement that the Monument be completed 
and delivered to the Architect of the Capitol 
not later than 18 months after the date on 
which the Architect enters into the contract. 

(d) LOCATION.—The Architect of the Cap-
itol shall arrange for the Monument to be 
placed in a prominent location of the Cap-
itol. 
SEC. 2. ADVISORY COMMITTEE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—An Advisory Committee 
shall be established to— 

(1) solicit from the general public nomi-
nees for depiction on the Monument; and 

(2) recommend to the Architect of the Cap-
itol, for depiction on the Monument, individ-
uals that are representative of the women 
specified in section 2(b). 

(b) COMPOSITION.—The Advisory Committee 
shall be composed of 5 members, of whom— 

(1) 1 member shall be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives; 

(2) 1 member shall be appointed by the mi-
nority leader of the House of Representa-
tives; 

(3) 1 member shall be appointed by the ma-
jority leader of the Senate; 

(4) 1 member shall be appointed by the mi-
nority leader of the Senate; and 

(5) 1 member shall be appointed by the 
President Pro Tempore of the Senate. 

(c) APPOINTMENT.—Not later than 30 days 
after the adoption of this Resolution, mem-
bers of the Advisory Committee shall be ap-
pointed in accordance with subsection (b). 

(d) COMPENSATION.—A member of the Advi-
sory Committee shall serve without pay. 

(e) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION.—Not later 
than 90 days after the date of the adoption of 
this Resolution, the Advisory Committee 
shall submit to the Architect of the Capitol 
the names of the individuals to be depicted 
on the Monument. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Resolution (including sums as are necessary 
for the Advisory Committee to carry out the 
duties described in section 2), to remain 
available until expended. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, it is 
an honor to be here today to submit a 
resolution to recognize the contribu-
tions of minority women to women’s 
suffrage and to the history of our coun-
try. This resolution establishes an Ad-
visory Committee and directs the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol to enter into a 
contract for the design and construc-
tion of a monument commemorating 
the contributions of minority women. 

I was so pleased when Congressman 
DAVIS introduced this resolution. His 
decision was inspired by the observa-
tions of a young woman working in his 
office who noticed, as she toured the 
Capitol, that there are so few women, 
and even fewer minority women, rep-
resented in these sacred halls. 

The under-representation of women 
and minorities does a disservice to the 
thousands of schoolchildren who tour 
the Capitol every year. I believe the 
time has come, and is in fact long over-
due, to create a statute honoring the 
contributions of minority women who 
were instrumental in building our 
country and leaders in extending equal 
rights to all people. 

I can cite many examples of minority 
women who I would like to see consid-
ered for recognition. Women with New 
York roots such as Harriet Tubman, 
Sojourner Truth and Maud Nathan 
have made considerable contributions 
to our nation’s history. 

Harriet Tubman, whose home was in 
Auburn, NY, escaped slavery and then 
risked her life again and again to re-
turn and lead so many others to free-
dom. Harriet Tubman’s motto was, 
‘‘keep going.’’ She would encourage es-
caped slaves in their journey by saying, 
‘‘Children if you are tired, keep going; 
if you are scared, keep going; if you are 
hungry, keep going; if you want to 
taste freedom, keep going.’’ Harriet 
Tubman went on to be an active leader 
in the women’s movement, to work for 
schools for freed slaves and to establish 
services for the elderly and destitute. 
Her actions were selfless and her cour-
age is of heroic proportions. 

Sojourner Truth was born enslaved in 
Upstate New York. After her release 
from slavery, she went on to work as 
an abolitionist and then as a leader in 

the women’s movement. She was a 
highly effective speaker, and used her 
voice to see that equal rights would be 
extended to all people regardless of the 
color of one’s skin or one’s gender. 
Maud Nathan is another example of a 
New Yorker who was influential in the 
women’s suffrage movement and served 
as an early and innovative consumer 
advocate, organizing for better condi-
tions for working women. 

I often think of the courage and vi-
sion of these women and so many oth-
ers who put their lives on the line in 
the abolitionist, suffrage, civil rights 
and women’s movements, and it is a 
great sense of pride to me that so many 
women leaders were from New York. 

It is our responsibility to make sure 
that the contributions of minority 
women with stories similar to Truth, 
Tubman, Nathan, and so many others, 
are told in our schoolrooms, at our din-
ner tables and yes, celebrated in the 
halls of Congress. 

In 1997, after more than 75 years of 
storage in the crypt, a monument rec-
ognizing suffragists Susan B. Anthony, 
Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Lucretia 
Mott was moved to a visible location in 
the Rotunda. This was the right deci-
sion then, and no doubt has aroused the 
interest of so many people who have 
had the opportunity to view it since 
the move. 

Now we have an opportunity to make 
significant strides toward telling a far 
more accurate story of our Nation’s 
collective history by celebrating the 
minority women who were behind so 
many of our nation’s important social 
movements. Their commitment, resil-
ience and courage can be a great source 
of strength to the next generation of 
women who will assume the struggles 
shaping our time. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 65—EXPRESSING THE 
SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT ALL 
AMERICANS SHOULD BE MORE 
INFORMED OF DYSPRAXIA 
Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr. 

BREAUX) submitted the following con-
current resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

S. CON. RES. 65 

Whereas an estimated 1 in 20 children suf-
fers from the developmental disorder 
dyspraxia; 

Whereas 70 percent of those affected by 
dyspraxia are male; 

Whereas dyspraxics may be of average or 
above average intelligence but are often be-
haviorally immature; 

Whereas symptoms of dyspraxia consist of 
clumsiness, poor body awareness, reading 
and writing difficulties, speech problems, 
and learning disabilities, though not all of 
these will apply to every dyspraxic; 

Whereas there is no cure for dyspraxia, but 
the earlier a child is treated the greater the 
chance of developmental maturation; 

Whereas dyspraxics may be shunned within 
their own peer group because they do not fit 
in; 

Whereas most dyspraxic children are dis-
missed as ‘‘slow’’ or ‘‘clumsy’’ and are there-
fore not properly diagnosed; 
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Whereas more than 50 percent of educators 

have never heard of dyspraxia; 
Whereas education and information about 

dyspraxia are important to detection and 
treatment; and 

Whereas Congress as an institution, and 
Members of Congress as individuals, are in 
unique positions to help raise the public 
awareness about dyspraxia: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) all Americans should be more informed 
of dyspraxia, its easily recognizable symp-
toms, and proper treatment; 

(2) the Secretary of Education should es-
tablish and promote a campaign in elemen-
tary and secondary schools across the Nation 
to encourage the social acceptance of these 
children; and 

(3) the Federal Government has a responsi-
bility to— 

(A) endeavor to raise awareness about 
dyspraxia; 

(B) consider ways to increase the knowl-
edge of possible therapy and access to health 
care services for people with dyspraxia; and 

(C) endeavor to inform educators on how to 
recognize dyspraxic symptoms and to appro-
priately handle this disorder. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I rise 
today to say just a few words on the 
resolution I have submitted concerning 
Dyspraxia, a developmental disorder 
that affects five percent of American 
children each year. My intent is to in-
crease the public’s awareness of this 
disability and to encourage each of my 
colleagues to do the same. 

Let me share with you a few facts. 
Dyspraxia is caused from the mal-
formation of the neurons of the brain, 
thus resulting in messages not being 
properly transmitted to the body. 
Areas such as movement, language, 
perception, and thought are affected. 
Dyspraxia children fail to achieve the 
expected levels of development. Due to 
difficulties, these kids are often 
shunned from their peer groups because 
they do not fit in. One in twenty chil-
dren suffers from Dyspraxia. Seventy 
percent of those affected are male, and 
in children suffering from extreme 
emotional and behavioral difficulties 
the incidence is likely to be more than 
fifty percent. There is no cure for 
Dyspraxia, but the earlier a child is di-
agnosed the greater the chance of de-
velopmental maturation. However, 
many times these children are dis-
missed as ‘‘clumsy’’ and ‘‘slow’’ and are 
never given a chance to improve, find-
ing it hard to succeed under such harsh 
speculations. More than fifty percent 
of our educators are unaware that this 
disability even exists. With such 
alarming statistics, the number of chil-
dren recognized cannot be expected to 
increase. 

One of my interns has a younger 
brother that suffers from this disorder. 
Borden Wilson is actually a success 
story. At age 4, Borden’s parents noted 
that he was not able to perform tasks 
appropriate for his age. He was not 
speaking much, even with encourage-
ment. After going through a battery of 
tests performed by various specialists, 
the problem was identified as 

Dyspraxia. Upon suggestion, Borden 
began speech therapy, occupational 
therapy, and many activities, such as a 
more structured kindergarten, T-ball, 
swim team, and karate. Borden’s 
speech is now improving with every 
day, but one would notice that it is 
‘‘halted.’’ He has to concentrate on all 
that he says. School was definitely a 
battle to be fought. Borden needs a lot 
of repetition to learn, and learning is 
easier when all five senses are stimu-
lated. Spelling lists are practiced the 
entire week in advance. As one can 
imagine, Borden needs constant en-
couragement. It is very discouraging to 
work twice as hard as everyone else 
and still not possibly be on a level to 
compete. Borden is 14 years old now. 
Through the hard work of teachers, 
therapists, and family, he has over-
come many of his problems and is suc-
cessful in both school and extra-
curricular activities. I am pleased to 
announce that Borden now maintains a 
4.0 grade point average and placed in 
the ninety-nine percentile on his Cali-
fornia Achievement Test. 

This is why it is so vital that we 
make people aware of Dyspraxia. With 
proper diagnosis and treatment, all of 
these children can experience the same 
level of success that Borden has been 
able to achieve. I hope that my col-
leagues will come together in support 
of this important legislation to raise 
consciousness of this disability. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 1471. Mr. STEVENS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1246, to respond to the con-
tinuing economic crisis adversely affecting 
American agricultural producers; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1472. Mr. DAYTON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1212 submitted by Mr. Lugar 
and intended to be proposed to the bill (S. 
1246) supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 1473. Mr. DAYTON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1212 submitted by Mr. Lugar 
and intended to be proposed to the bill (S. 
1246) supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 1474. Mr. DAYTON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1212 submitted by Mr. Lugar 
and intended to be proposed to the bill (S. 
1246) supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 1475. Ms. STABENOW submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1246 supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1476. Ms. STABENOW submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1246 supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1477. Mr. WARNER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1246 supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1478. Mr. WARNER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1246 supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 1479. Mr. REID (for Mr. HELMS) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent reso-

lution S. Con. Res. 62, congratulating 
Ukraine on the 10th anniversary of the res-
toration of its independence and supporting 
its full integration into the Euro-Atlantic 
community of democracies. 

SA 1480. Mr. REID (for Mr. HUTCHINSON) 
proposed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution S. con. Res. 59, expressing the 
sense of Congress that there should be estab-
lished a National Community Health Center 
Week to raise awareness of health services 
provided by community, migrant, public 
housing, and homeless health centers. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 1471. Mr. STEVENS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1246 to respond to the 
continuing economic crisis adversely 
affecting American agricultural pro-
ducers; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. . SALMON.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall transfer, out of funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
$50,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be provided within 30 days after 
enactment of this Act as direct lump sum 
payments to the entities listed to respond to 
fisheries failures and record low salmon har-
vests in the State of Alaska by providing in-
dividual assistance and economic develop-
ment, including the following amounts— 

(1) $10,000,000 to the Kodiak Island Bor-
ough; 

(2) $10,000,000 to the Association of Village 
Council President; 

(3) $10,000,000 to the Tanana Chiefs Con-
ference, including $2,000,000 to address the 
combined impacts of poor salmon runs and 
the implementation of the Yukon River 
Salmon Treaty; 

(4) $5,000,000 to Kawerak, Inc.; 
(5) $5,000,000 to the Kenai Peninsula Bor-

ough; 
(6) $5,000,000 to the Aleutians East Bor-

ough; and 
(7) $5,000,000 to the Briston Bay Native As-

sociation for its revolving loan program in 
support of local fishermen. 

SA 1472. Mr. DAYTON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1212 submitted by Mr. 
LUGAR and intended to be proposed to 
the bill (S. 1246) to respond to the con-
tinuing economic crisis adversely af-
fecting American agricultural pro-
ducers; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. EMERGENCY FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 

FOR 2000 CROP OF SUGAR BEETS. 
Notwithstanding section 815(d)(1) of the 

Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 2001 (114 Stat. 1549, 
1549A–56), in making payments under that 
section for quality losses for the 2000 crop of 
sugar beets of producers on a farm in an area 
covered by Manager’s Bulletin MGR–01–010 
issued by the Federal Crop Insurance Cor-
poration on March 2, 2001— 

(1) the Secretary shall calculate the 
amount of a quality loss, regardless of 
whether the sugar beets are processed, on an 
aggregate basis by cooperative; 

(2) the Secretary shall use funds made 
available under section 1(a) to make the 
quality loss payments to a cooperative for 
distribution to cooperative members; and 
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(3) the amount of a quality loss, regardless 

of whether the sugar beets are processed, 
shall be equal to the difference between— 

(A) the per unit payment that the pro-
ducers on the farm would have received for 
the crop from the cooperative if the crop had 
not suffered a quality loss; and 

(B) the average per unit payment that the 
producers on the farm received from the co-
operative for the affected sugar beets. 

SA 1473. Mr. DAYTON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1212 submitted by Mr. 
LUGAR and intended to be proposed to 
the bill (S. 1246) to respond to the con-
tinuing economic crisis adversely af-
fecting American agricultural pro-
ducers; which was ordered to lie on the 
table, as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SUGAR BEETS. 

(a) MARKETING ASSESSMENT.—No mar-
keting assessment under section 156(f) of the 
Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 
7272(f)) shall be collected for the 2001 crop of 
sugar beets until September 30, 2002. 

(b) EMERGENCY FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR 
2000 CROP OF SUGAR BEETS.—Notwith-
standing section 815(d)(1) of the Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 2001 (114 Stat. 1549, 1549A–56), in 
making payments under that section for 
quality losses for the 2000 crop of sugar beets 
of producers on a farm in an area covered by 
Manager’s Bulletin MGR–01–010 issued by the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation on 
March 2, 2001— 

(1) the Secretary shall calculate the 
amount of a quality loss, regardless of 
whether the sugar beets are processed, on an 
aggregate basis by cooperative; 

(2) the Secretary shall use funds made 
available under section 1(a) to make the 
quality loss payments to a cooperative for 
distribution to cooperative members; and 

(3) the amount of a quality loss, regardless 
of whether the sugar beets are processed, 
shall be equal to the difference between— 

(A) the per unit payment that the pro-
ducers on the farm would have received for 
the crop from the cooperative if the crop had 
not suffered a quality loss; and 

(B) the average per unit payment that the 
producers on the farm received from the co-
operative for the affected sugar beets. 

SA 1474. Mr. DAYTON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 1212 submitted by Mr. 
LUGAR and intended to be proposed to 
the bill (S. 1246) to respond to the con-
tinuing economic crisis adversely af-
fecting American agricultural pro-
ducers; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SUGAR BEETS. 

(a) MARKETING ASSESSMENT.—No mar-
keting assessment under section 156(f) of the 
Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 
7272(f)) shall be collected for the 2001 crop of 
sugar beets until September 30, 2002. 

(b) EMERGENCY FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR 
2000 CROP OF SUGAR BEETS.—Notwith-
standing section 815(d)(1) of the Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 2001 (114 Stat. 1549, 1549A–56), in 
making payments under that section for 
quality losses for the 2000 crop of sugar beets 
of producers on a farm in an area covered by 

Manager’s Bulletin MGR–01–010 issued by the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation on 
March 2, 2001— 

(1) the Secretary shall calculate the 
amount of a quality loss, regardless of 
whether the sugar beets are processed, on an 
aggregate basis by cooperative; 

(2) the Secretary shall use funds made 
available under section 1(a) to make the 
quality loss payments to a cooperative for 
distribution to cooperative members; and 

(3) the amount of a quality loss, regardless 
of whether the sugar beets are processed, 
shall be equal to the difference between— 

(A) the per unit payment that the pro-
ducers on the farm would have received for 
the crop from the cooperative if the crop had 
not suffered a quality loss; and 

(B) the average per unit payment that the 
producers on the farm received from the co-
operative for the affected sugar beets. 

SA 1475. Ms. STABENOW submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1246, to respond to 
the continuing economic crisis ad-
versely affecting American agricul-
tural producers; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. APPLES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 
$150,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to make payments to apple pro-
ducers to provide relief for the loss of mar-
kets during the 2000 crop year. 

(b) PAYMENT QUANTITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the payment quantity of apples for which the 
producers on a farm are eligible for pay-
ments under this section shall be equal to 
the quantity of the 2000 crop of apples pro-
duced by the producers on the farm. 

(2) MAXIMUM QUANTITY.—The payment 
quantity of apples for which the producers 
on a farm are eligible for payments under 
this section shall not exceed 5,000,000 pounds 
of apples produced on the farm. 

(c) LIMITATIONS.—Subject to subsection 
(b)(2), the Secretary shall not establish a 
payment limitation, or gross income eligi-
bility limitation, with respect to payments 
made under this section. 

(d) APPLICABILITY.—This section applies 
only with respect to the 2000 crop of apples 
and producers of that crop. 
SEC. 12. OBLIGATION PERIOD. 

(a) FISCAL YEAR 2001.—Notwithstanding 
section 11 and except as otherwise provided 
in this Act, the Secretary and the Com-
modity Credit Corporation shall obligate and 
expend funds only during fiscal year 2001 to 
carry out section 1. 

(b) FISCAL YEAR 2002.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 

11 and except as otherwise provided in this 
Act, the Secretary and the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation shall obligate and, to the 
maximum extent practicable, expend funds 
during fiscal year 2002 to carry out this Act 
(other than section 1). 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Funds described in para-
graph (1) shall remain available until ex-
pended. 

SA 1476. Ms. STABENOW submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1246, to respond to 
the continuing economic crisis ad-
versely affecting American agricul-
tural producers; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. COMMODITY PURCHASES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 

$270,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to purchase agricultural com-
modities, especially agricultural commod-
ities that have experienced low prices during 
the 2000 or 2001 crop years, such as apples, 
apricots, asparagus, bell peppers, bison meat, 
black beans, black-eyed peas, blueberries 
(wild and cultivated), cabbage, cantaloupe, 
cauliflower, chickpeas, cranberries, cucum-
bers, dried plums, dry peas, eggplants, lem-
ons, lentils, melons, onions, peaches (includ-
ing freestone), pears, potatoes (summer and 
fall), pumpkins, raisins, raspberries, red tart 
cherries, snap beans, spinach, strawberries, 
sweet corn, tomatoes, and watermelons. 

(b) GEOGRAPHIC DIVERSITY.—The Secretary 
is encouraged to purchase agricultural com-
modities under this section in a manner that 
reflects the geographic diversity of agricul-
tural production in the United States, par-
ticularly agricultural production in the 
Northeast and Mid-Atlantic States. 

(c) OTHER PURCHASES.—The Secretary shall 
ensure that purchases of agricultural com-
modities under this section are in addition 
to purchases by the Secretary under any 
other law. 

(d) TRANSPORTATION AND DISTRIBUTION 
COSTS.—The Secretary may use not more 
than $20,000,000 of the funds made available 
under subsection (a) to provide assistance to 
States to cover costs incurred by the States 
in transporting and distributing agricultural 
commodities purchased under this section. 

(e) PURCHASES FOR SCHOOL NUTRITION PRO-
GRAMS.—The Secretary shall use not less 
than $55,000,000 of the funds made available 
under subsection (a) to purchase agricultural 
commodities of the type distributed under 
section 6(a) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1755(a)) 
for distribution to schools and service insti-
tutions in accordance with section 6(a) of 
that Act. 
SEC. 12. OBLIGATION PERIOD. 

(a) FISCAL YEAR 2001.—Notwithstanding sec-
tion 11 and except as otherwise provided in 
this Act, the Secretary and the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall obligate and expend 
funds only during fiscal year 2001 to carry 
out section 1. 

(b)FISCAL YEAR 2002.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 

11 and except as otherwise provided in this 
Act, the Secretary and the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation shall obligate and, to the 
maximum extent practicable, expend funds 
during fiscal year 2002 to carry out this Act 
(other than section 1). 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Funds described in para-
graph (1) shall remain available until ex-
pended. 

SA 1477. Mr. WARNER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1246, to respond to 
the continuing economic crisis ad-
versely affecting American agricul-
tural producers; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. TOBACCO PAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall use $129,000,000 of funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to provide a sup-
plemental payment in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of section 204(b) of the 
Agricultural Risk Protection Act of 2000 (7 
U.S.C. 1421 note; Public Law 106–224) to eligi-
ble persons (as defined in that section) that 
received a payment under that section. 

(b) PAYMENT FORMULA.—The Secretary 
shall use the payment formula used by the 
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Secretary to make payments under section 
803(c) of the Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2000 (7 
U.S.C. 1421 note; Public Law 106–78) to make 
supplemental payments to eligible persons 
under this section. 

SA 1478. Mr. WARNER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1246, to respond to 
the continuing economic crisis ad-
versely affecting American agricul-
tural producers; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. TOBACCO. 

(a) TOBACCO PAYMENTS.— 
(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
(A) ELIGIBLE PERSON.—The term ‘‘eligible 

person’’ means a person that— 
(i) owns a farm for which, regardless of 

temporary transfers or undermarketings, a 
basic quota or allotment for eligible tobacco 
is established for the 2001 crop year under 
part I of subtitle B of title III of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1311 et 
seq.); 

(ii) controls the farm from which, under 
the quota or allotment for the relevant pe-
riod, eligible tobacco is marketed, could 
have been marketed, or can be marketed, 
taking into account temporary transfers; or 

(iii) grows, could have grown, or can grow 
eligible tobacco that is marketed, could have 
been marketed, or can be marketed under 
the quota or allotment for the 2001 crop year, 
taking into account temporary transfers. 

(B) ELIGIBLE TOBACCO.—The term ‘‘eligible 
tobacco’’ means each of the following kinds 
of tobacco: 

(i) Flue-cured tobacco, comprising types 
11, 12, 13, and 14. 

(ii) Fire-cured tobacco, comprising types 
21, 22, and 23. 

(iii) Dark air-cured tobacco, comprising 
types 35 and 36. 

(iv) Virginia sun-cured tobacco, comprising 
type 37. 

(v) Burley tobacco, comprising type 31. 
(vi) Cigar-filler and cigar-binder tobacco, 

comprising types 42, 43, 44, 54, and 55. 
(2) PAYMENTS.—Not later than December 

31, 2001, the Secretary of Agriculture (re-
ferred to in this section as the ‘‘Secretary’’) 
shall use funds of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration to make payments under this sub-
section. 

(3) POUNDAGE PAYMENT QUANTITIES.—For 
the purposes of this subsection, individual 
tobacco quotas and allotments shall be con-
verted to poundage payment quantities as 
follows: 

(A) FLUE-CURED AND BURLEY TOBACCO.—In 
the case of Flue-cured tobacco (types 11, 12, 
13, and 14) and Burley tobacco (type 31), the 
poundage payment quantity shall equal the 
number of pounds of the basic poundage 
quota of the kind of tobacco, irrespective of 
temporary transfers or undermarketings, 
under part I of subtitle B of title III of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 
1311 et seq.) for the 2001 crop year. 

(B) OTHER KINDS OF ELIGIBLE TOBACCO.—In 
the case of each other kind of eligible to-
bacco, individual allotments shall be con-
verted to poundage payment quantities by 
multiplying— 

(i) the number of acres that may, irrespec-
tive of temporary transfers or undermar-
ketings, be devoted, without penalty, to the 
production of the kind of tobacco under the 
allotment under part I of subtitle B of title 
III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 (7 U.S.C. 1311 et seq.) for the 2001 crop 
year; by 

(ii)(I) in the case of fire-cured tobacco 
(type 21), 1,630 pounds per acre; 

(II) in the case of fire-cured tobacco (types 
22 and 23), 2,601 pounds per acre; 

(III) in the case of dark air-cured tobacco 
(types 35 and 36), 2,337 pounds per acre; 

(IV) in the case of Virginia sun-cured to-
bacco (type 37), 1,512 pounds per acre; and 

(V) in the case of cigar-filler and cigar- 
binder tobacco (types 42, 43, 44, 54, and 55), 
2,165 pounds per acre. 

(4) AVAILABLE PAYMENT AMOUNTS.—The 
available payment amount for pounds of a 
payment quantity under paragraph (2) shall 
be equal to— 

(A) in the case of fire-cured tobacco (types 
21, 22, and 23) and dark air-cured tobacco 
(types 35 and 36), 26 cents per pound; and 

(B) in the case of each other kind of eligi-
ble tobacco not covered by subparagraph (A), 
13 cents per pound. 

(5) DIVISION OF PAYMENTS AMONG ELIGIBLE 
PERSONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Payments available with 
respect to a pound of payment quantity, as 
determined under paragraph (4), shall be 
made available to eligible persons in accord-
ance with this paragraph. 

(B) FLUE-CURED AND CIGAR TOBACCO.—In the 
case of payments made available in a State 
under paragraph (2) for Flue-cured tobacco 
(types 11, 12, 13, and 14) and cigar-filler and 
cigar-binder tobacco (types 42, 43, 44, 54, and 
55), the Secretary shall distribute (as deter-
mined by the Secretary)— 

(i) 50 percent of the payments to eligible 
persons that are owners described in para-
graph (1)(A)(i); and 

(ii) 50 percent of the payments to eligible 
persons that are growers described in para-
graph (1)(A)(iii). 

(C) OTHER KINDS OF ELIGIBLE TOBACCO.—In 
the case of payments made available in a 
State under paragraph (2) for each other 
kind of eligible tobacco not covered by sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary shall distribute 
(as determined by the Secretary)— 

(i) 331⁄3 percent of the payments to eligible 
persons that are owners described in para-
graph (1)(A)(i); 

(ii) 331⁄3 percent of the payments to eligible 
persons that are controllers described in 
paragraph (1)(A)(ii); and 

(iii) 331⁄3 percent of the payments to eligi-
ble persons that are growers described in 
paragraph (1)(A)(iii). 

(6) STANDARDS.—In carrying out this sub-
section, the Secretary shall use, to the max-
imum extent practicable, the same standards 
for payments that were used for making pay-
ments under section 204(b) of the Agricul-
tural Risk Protection Act of 2000 (7 U.S.C. 
1421 note; Public Law 106–224). 

(7) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—A determination by 
the Secretary under this subsection shall not 
be subject to judicial review. 

(b) GRADING OF PRICE-SUPPORT TOBACCO.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than November 

30, 2001, the Secretary shall conduct a ref-
erendum among producers of each kind of to-
bacco that is eligible for price support under 
the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et 
seq.) to determine whether the producers 
favor the mandatory grading of the tobacco 
by the Secretary. 

(2) MANDATORY GRADING.—If the Secretary 
determines that mandatory grading of each 
kind of tobacco described in paragraph (1) is 
favored by a majority of the producers vot-
ing in the referendum, effective for the 2002 
and subsequent marketing years, the Sec-
retary shall ensure that all kinds of the to-
bacco are graded at the time of sale. 

(3) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—A determination by 
the Secretary under this subsection shall not 
be subject to judicial review. 

(c) OBLIGATION PERIOD.—The Secretary and 
the Commodity Credit Corporation shall ob-

ligate and, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, expend funds during fiscal year 2002 
to carry out this section. 

SA 1479. Mr. REID (for Mr. HELMS) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution S. Con. Res. 62, con-
gratulating Ukraine on the 10th anni-
versary of the restoration of its inde-
pendence and supporting its full inte-
gration into the Euro-Atlantic commu-
nity of democracies; as follows: 

In paragraph (6) of section 1 of the concur-
rent resolution, strike ‘‘Oleksandorv’’ and 
insert ‘‘Oleksandrov’’. 

SA 1480. Mr. REID (for Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution S. Con. Res. 59, 
expressing the sense of Congress that 
there should be established a National 
Community Health Center Week to 
raise awareness of health services pro-
vided by the community, migrant, pub-
lic housing, and homeless health cen-
ters; as follows: 

On page 3, line 4, insert ‘‘Week’’, the fol-
lowing: ‘‘for the week beginning August 19, 
2001,’’. 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS/MEETINGS 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 

RESOURCES 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources has scheduled a field 
hearing in Las Cruces, New Mexico to 
identify issues related to the water 
supply challenges facing the southern 
New Mexico border region. 

The hearing will take place on Tues-
day, August 14, at 9:00 a.m. at New 
Mexico State University, in Las 
Cruces, NM. 

Those wishing to submit written 
statements on the subject matter of 
this hearing should address them to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 
Washington, DC 20510. 

For further information, please call 
Mike Connor at 202/224–5479. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that the Subcommittee on Water and 
Power has scheduled a field hearing in 
Seattle, Washington to identify the 
role of the BPA in promoting energy 
conservation and renewables. 

The hearing will take place on the 
morning of Monday, August 13. The lo-
cation in Seattle has not yet been de-
termined. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send two 
copies of their testimony to the Sub-
committee on Water and Power, United 
States Senate, 312 Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building, Washington, DC 20510. 

For further information, please call 
Deborah Estes at 202/224–5360 or Jona-
than Black at 202/224–6722. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a field hearing has been scheduled 
before the Subcommittee on Water and 
Power of the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

The hearing will be held on Tuesday, 
August 7, at 10:00 a.m. in the Judicial 
Room of the Best Western Doublewood 
Inn, 1400 East Interchange Avenue, Bis-
marck, North Dakota, 58501. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony from PMAs, IOUs and 
Electric Cooperatives on electric trans-
mission infrastructure and investment 
needs. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send two 
copies of their testimony to the Sub-
committee on Water and Power, Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, 312 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20510, ATTN: Leon Lowery. 

For further information, please con-
tact Leon Lowery at 202/224–2209 or 
Jonathan Black at 202/224–6722. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCING 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Friday, August 3, 2001 to hear testi-
mony on ‘‘The Andean Trade Pref-
erences Act, which is due to expire on 
December 4, of this year.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Friday, August 3, 2001 at 9:30 
a.m. to hold a nomination hearing. 

Nonimees: Mr. J. Richard 
Blankenship, of Florida, to be Ambas-
sador to the Commonwealth of the 
Behamas; Mr. Hans H. Hertell, of Puer-
to Rico, to be Ambassador to the Do-
minican Repulic; and Mr. Martin J. Sil-
verstein, of Pennsylvania, to be Am-
bassador to the Oriental Republic of 
Uruguay. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that my agri-
cultural legislative fellow, Hiram 
Larew, be granted the privilege of the 
Senate floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2002 

On August 2, 2001, the Senate amend-
ed and passed H.R. 2620, as follows: 

Resolved, That the bill from the House of 
Representatives (H.R. 2620) entitled ‘‘An Act 
making appropriations for the Departments 
of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban 
Development, and for sundry independent 
agencies, boards, commissions, corporations, 
and offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes.’’, do 
pass with the following amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 
That the following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for the Departments of Veteran Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Development, and 
for sundry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2002, and for other 
purposes, namely: 

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS 

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION 
COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For the payment of compensation benefits to 

or on behalf of veterans and a pilot program for 
disability examinations as authorized by law (38 
U.S.C. 107, chapters 11, 13, 18, 51, 53, 55, and 
61); pension benefits to or on behalf of veterans 
as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. chapters 15, 51, 
53, 55, and 61; 92 Stat. 2508); and burial benefits, 
emergency and other officers’ retirement pay, 
adjusted-service credits and certificates, pay-
ment of premiums due on commercial life insur-
ance policies guaranteed under the provisions of 
Article IV of the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Re-
lief Act of 1940, as amended, and for other bene-
fits as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. 107, 1312, 
1977, and 2106, chapters 23, 51, 53, 55, and 61; 50 
U.S.C. App. 540–548; 43 Stat. 122, 123; 45 Stat. 
735; 76 Stat. 1198), $24,944,288,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That not to 
exceed $17,940,000 of the amount appropriated 
shall be reimbursed to ‘‘General operating ex-
penses’’ and ‘‘Medical care’’ for necessary ex-
penses in implementing those provisions author-
ized in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1990, and in the Veterans’ Benefits Act of 
1992 (38 U.S.C. chapters 51, 53, and 55), the 
funding source for which is specifically provided 
as the ‘‘Compensation and pensions’’ appropria-
tion: Provided further, That such sums as may 
be earned on an actual qualifying patient basis, 
shall be reimbursed to ‘‘Medical facilities revolv-
ing fund’’ to augment the funding of individual 
medical facilities for nursing home care provided 
to pensioners as authorized. 

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS 
For the payment of readjustment and rehabili-

tation benefits to or on behalf of veterans as au-
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapters 21, 30, 31, 34, 35, 
36, 39, 51, 53, 55, and 61, $2,135,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, That 
expenses for rehabilitation program services and 
assistance which the Secretary is authorized to 
provide under section 3104(a) of title 38, United 
States Code, other than under subsection (a)(1), 
(2), (5) and (11) of that section, shall be charged 
to the account: Provided further, That funds 
shall be available to pay any court order, court 
award or any compromise settlement arising 
from litigation involving the vocational training 
program authorized by section 18 of Public Law 
98–77, as amended. 

VETERANS INSURANCE AND INDEMNITIES 
For military and naval insurance, national 

service life insurance, servicemen’s indemnities, 
service-disabled veterans insurance, and vet-

erans mortgage life insurance as authorized by 
38 U.S.C. chapter 19; 70 Stat. 887; 72 Stat. 487, 
$26,200,000, to remain available until expended. 

VETERANS HOUSING BENEFIT PROGRAM FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For the cost of direct and guaranteed loans, 

such sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
program, as authorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 37, 
as amended: Provided, That such costs, includ-
ing the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as 
defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That during fiscal year 2002, within the re-
sources available, not to exceed $300,000 in gross 
obligations for direct loans are authorized for 
specially adapted housing loans. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan pro-
grams, $164,497,000, which may be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriation for ‘‘General 
operating expenses’’. 

EDUCATION LOAN FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of direct loans, $1,000, as author-
ized by 38 U.S.C. 3698, as amended: Provided, 
That such costs, including the cost of modifying 
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amend-
ed: Provided further, That these funds are 
available to subsidize gross obligations for the 
principal amount of direct loans not to exceed 
$3,400. 

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the direct loan program, 
$64,000, which may be transferred to and merged 
with the appropriation for ‘‘General operating 
expenses’’. 

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION LOANS PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For the cost of direct loans, $72,000, as au-

thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 31, as amended: 
Provided, That such costs, including the cost of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
as amended: Provided further, That these funds 
are available to subsidize gross obligations for 
the principal amount of direct loans not to ex-
ceed $3,301,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the direct loan program, 
$274,000, which may be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘General op-
erating expenses’’. 

NATIVE AMERICAN VETERAN HOUSING LOAN 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For administrative expenses to carry out the 

direct loan program authorized by 38 U.S.C. 
chapter 37, subchapter V, as amended, $544,000, 
which may be transferred to and merged with 
the appropriation for ‘‘General operating ex-
penses’’. 
GUARANTEED TRANSITIONAL HOUSING LOANS FOR 

HOMELESS VETERANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Not to exceed $750,000 of the amounts appro-
priated by this Act for ‘‘General operating ex-
penses’’ and ‘‘Medical care’’ may be expended 
for the administrative expenses to carry out the 
guaranteed loan program authorized by 38 
U.S.C. chapter 37, subchapter VI. 

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 
MEDICAL CARE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For necessary expenses for the maintenance 

and operation of hospitals, nursing homes, and 
domiciliary facilities; for furnishing, as author-
ized by law, inpatient and outpatient care and 
treatment to beneficiaries of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, including care and treatment 
in facilities not under the jurisdiction of the de-
partment; and furnishing recreational facilities, 
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supplies, and equipment; funeral, burial, and 
other expenses incidental thereto for bene-
ficiaries receiving care in the department; ad-
ministrative expenses in support of planning, 
design, project management, real property ac-
quisition and disposition, construction and ren-
ovation of any facility under the jurisdiction or 
for the use of the department; oversight, engi-
neering and architectural activities not charged 
to project cost; repairing, altering, improving or 
providing facilities in the several hospitals and 
homes under the jurisdiction of the department, 
not otherwise provided for, either by contract or 
by the hire of temporary employees and pur-
chase of materials; uniforms or allowances 
therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901–5902; 
aid to State homes as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 
1741; administrative and legal expenses of the 
department for collecting and recovering 
amounts owed the department as authorized 
under 38 U.S.C. chapter 17, and the Federal 
Medical Care Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. 2651 et 
seq., $21,379,742,000, plus reimbursements: Pro-
vided, That of the funds made available under 
this heading, $675,000,000 is for the equipment 
and land and structures object classifications 
only, which amount shall not become available 
for obligation until August 1, 2002, and shall re-
main available until September 30, 2003: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds made available 
under this heading, not to exceed $900,000,000 
shall be available until September 30, 2003: Pro-
vided further, That, in addition to other funds 
made available under this heading for non-re-
curring maintenance and repair (NRM) activi-
ties, $30,000,000 shall be available without fiscal 
year limitation to support the NRM activities 
necessary to implement Capital Asset Realign-
ment for Enhanced Services (CARES) activities: 
Provided further, That from amounts appro-
priated under this heading, additional amounts, 
as designated by the Secretary no later than 
September 30, 2002, may be used for CARES ac-
tivities without fiscal year limitation: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
shall conduct by contract a program of recovery 
audits for the fee basis and other medical serv-
ices contracts with respect to payments for hos-
pital care; and, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 
3302(b), amounts collected, by setoff or other-
wise, as the result of such audits shall be avail-
able, without fiscal year limitation, for the pur-
poses for which funds are appropriated under 
this heading and the purposes of paying a con-
tractor a percent of the amount collected as a 
result of an audit carried out by the contractor: 
Provided further, That all amounts so collected 
under the preceding proviso with respect to a 
designated health care region (as that term is 
defined in 38 U.S.C. 1729A(d)(2)) shall be allo-
cated, net of payments to the contractor, to that 
region. 

In addition, in conformance with Public Law 
105–33 establishing the Department of Veterans 
Affairs Medical Care Collections Fund, such 
sums as may be deposited to such Fund pursu-
ant to 38 U.S.C. 1729A may be transferred to this 
account, to remain available until expended for 
the purposes of this account. 

MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH 
For necessary expenses in carrying out pro-

grams of medical and prosthetic research and 
development as authorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 
73, to remain available until September 30, 2003, 
$390,000,000, plus reimbursements. 

MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION AND MISCELLANEOUS 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses in the administration 
of the medical, hospital, nursing home, domi-
ciliary, construction, supply, and research ac-
tivities, as authorized by law; administrative ex-
penses in support of capital policy activities, 
$67,628,000, plus reimbursements: Provided, That 
technical and consulting services offered by the 
Facilities Management Field Service, including 
project management and real property adminis-
tration (including leases, site acquisition and 

disposal activities directly supporting projects), 
shall be provided to Department of Veterans Af-
fairs components only on a reimbursable basis, 
and such amounts will remain available until 
September 30, 2002. 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 
GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

For necessary operating expenses of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, not otherwise pro-
vided for, including uniforms or allowances 
therefor; not to exceed $25,000 for official recep-
tion and representation expenses; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; and reimbursement of the 
General Services Administration for security 
guard services, and the Department of Defense 
for the cost of overseas employee mail, 
$1,194,831,000: Provided, That expenses for serv-
ices and assistance authorized under 38 U.S.C. 
3104(a)(1), (2), (5) and (11) that the Secretary 
determines are necessary to enable entitled vet-
erans (1) to the maximum extent feasible, to be-
come employable and to obtain and maintain 
suitable employment; or (2) to achieve maximum 
independence in daily living, shall be charged to 
this account: Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, not to 
exceed $60,000,000 shall be available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003: Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, the 
Veterans Benefits Administration may purchase 
up to four passenger motor vehicles for use in 
their Manila, Philippines operation: Provided 
further, That travel expenses for this account 
shall not exceed $15,665,000. 

NATIONAL CEMETERY ADMINISTRATION 
For necessary expenses of the National Ceme-

tery Administration for operations and mainte-
nance, not otherwise provided for, including 
uniforms or allowances therefor; cemeterial ex-
penses as authorized by law; purchase of one 
passenger motor vehicle for use in cemeterial op-
erations; and hire of passenger motor vehicles, 
$121,169,000. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

spector General in carrying out the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended, $48,308,000. 

CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS 
For constructing, altering, extending and im-

proving any of the facilities under the jurisdic-
tion or for the use of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, or for any of the purposes set 
forth in sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102, 8103, 8106, 
8108, 8109, 8110, and 8122 of title 38, United 
States Code, including planning, architectural 
and engineering services, maintenance or guar-
antee period services costs associated with 
equipment guarantees provided under the 
project, services of claims analysts, offsite utility 
and storm drainage system construction costs, 
and site acquisition, where the estimated cost of 
a project is $4,000,000 or more or where funds for 
a project were made available in a previous 
major project appropriation, $155,180,000, to re-
main available until expended, of which 
$60,000,000 shall be for Capital Asset Realign-
ment for Enhanced Services (CARES) activities; 
and of which not to exceed $20,000,000 shall be 
for costs associated with land acquisitions for 
national cemeteries in the vicinity of Sac-
ramento, California; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; 
and Detroit, Michigan: Provided, That except 
for advance planning activities (including mar-
ket-based and other assessments of needs which 
may lead to capital investments) funded 
through the advance planning fund, design of 
projects funded through the design fund, and 
planning and design activities funded through 
the CARES fund (including market-based and 
other assessments of needs which may lead to 
capital investments), none of these funds shall 
be used for any project which has not been ap-
proved by the Congress in the budgetary proc-
ess: Provided further, That funds provided in 
this appropriation for fiscal year 2002, for each 
approved project (except those for CARES ac-

tivities and the three land acquisitions ref-
erenced above) shall be obligated: (1) by the 
awarding of a construction documents contract 
by September 30, 2002; and (2) by the awarding 
of a construction contract by September 30, 2003: 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall 
promptly report in writing to the Committees on 
Appropriations any approved major construc-
tion project in which obligations are not in-
curred within the time limitations established 
above: Provided further, That no funds from 
any other account except the ‘‘Parking revolv-
ing fund’’, may be obligated for constructing, 
altering, extending, or improving a project 
which was approved in the budget process and 
funded in this account until one year after sub-
stantial completion and beneficial occupancy by 
the Department of Veterans Affairs of the 
project or any part thereof with respect to that 
part only. 

CONSTRUCTION, MINOR PROJECTS 
For constructing, altering, extending, and im-

proving any of the facilities under the jurisdic-
tion or for the use of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, including planning and assess-
ments of needs which may lead to capital invest-
ments, architectural and engineering services, 
maintenance or guarantee period services costs 
associated with equipment guarantees provided 
under the project, services of claims analysts, 
offsite utility and storm drainage system con-
struction costs, and site acquisition, or for any 
of the purposes set forth in sections 316, 2404, 
2406, 8102, 8103, 8106, 8108, 8109, 8110, 8122, and 
8162 of title 38, United States Code, where the 
estimated cost of a project is less than $4,000,000, 
$178,900,000, to remain available until expended, 
along with unobligated balances of previous 
‘‘Construction, minor projects’’ appropriations 
which are hereby made available for any project 
where the estimated cost is less than $4,000,000, 
of which $25,000,000 shall be for Capital Asset 
Realignment for Enhanced Services (CARES) 
activities: Provided, That from amounts appro-
priated under this heading, additional amounts 
may be used for CARES activities: Provided fur-
ther, That funds in this account shall be avail-
able for: (1) repairs to any of the nonmedical fa-
cilities under the jurisdiction or for the use of 
the department which are necessary because of 
loss or damage caused by any natural disaster 
or catastrophe; and (2) temporary measures nec-
essary to prevent or to minimize further loss by 
such causes. 

PARKING REVOLVING FUND 
For the parking revolving fund as authorized 

by 38 U.S.C. 8109, income from fees collected and 
$4,000,000 from the General Fund, both to re-
main available until expended, which shall be 
available for all authorized expenses except op-
erations and maintenance costs, which will be 
funded from ‘‘Medical care’’. 
GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF STATE EXTENDED 

CARE FACILITIES 
For grants to assist States to acquire or con-

struct State nursing home and domiciliary fa-
cilities and to remodel, modify or alter existing 
hospital, nursing home and domiciliary facilities 
in State homes, for furnishing care to veterans 
as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 8131–8137, 
$100,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

GRANTS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF STATE 
VETERANS CEMETERIES 

For grants to aid States in establishing, ex-
panding, or improving State veterans cemeteries 
as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 2408, $25,000,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 101. Any appropriation for fiscal year 
2002 for ‘‘Compensation and pensions’’, ‘‘Read-
justment benefits’’, and ‘‘Veterans insurance 
and indemnities’’ may be transferred to any 
other of the mentioned appropriations. 

SEC. 102. Appropriations available to the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for fiscal year 2002 
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for salaries and expenses shall be available for 
services authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

SEC. 103. No appropriations in this Act for the 
Department of Veterans Affairs (except the ap-
propriations for ‘‘Construction, major projects’’, 
‘‘Construction, minor projects’’, and the ‘‘Park-
ing revolving fund’’) shall be available for the 
purchase of any site for or toward the construc-
tion of any new hospital or home. 

SEC. 104. No appropriations in this Act for the 
Department of Veterans Affairs shall be avail-
able for hospitalization or examination of any 
persons (except beneficiaries entitled under the 
laws bestowing such benefits to veterans, and 
persons receiving such treatment under 5 U.S.C. 
7901–7904 or 42 U.S.C. 5141–5204), unless reim-
bursement of cost is made to the ‘‘Medical care’’ 
account at such rates as may be fixed by the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs. 

SEC. 105. Appropriations available to the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for fiscal year 2002 
for ‘‘Compensation and pensions’’, ‘‘Readjust-
ment benefits’’, and ‘‘Veterans insurance and 
indemnities’’ shall be available for payment of 
prior year accrued obligations required to be re-
corded by law against the corresponding prior 
year accounts within the last quarter of fiscal 
year 2001. 

SEC. 106. Appropriations accounts available to 
the Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal 
year 2002 shall be available to pay prior year ob-
ligations of corresponding prior year appropria-
tions accounts resulting from title X of the Com-
petitive Equality Banking Act, Public Law 100– 
86, except that if such obligations are from trust 
fund accounts they shall be payable from ‘‘Com-
pensation and pensions’’. 

SEC. 107. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, during fiscal year 2002, the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs shall, from the National Serv-
ice Life Insurance Fund (38 U.S.C. 1920), the 
Veterans’ Special Life Insurance Fund (38 
U.S.C. 1923), and the United States Government 
Life Insurance Fund (38 U.S.C. 1955), reimburse 
the ‘‘General operating expenses’’ account for 
the cost of administration of the insurance pro-
grams financed through those accounts: Pro-
vided, That reimbursement shall be made only 
from the surplus earnings accumulated in an in-
surance program in fiscal year 2002, that are 
available for dividends in that program after 
claims have been paid and actuarially deter-
mined reserves have been set aside: Provided 
further, That if the cost of administration of an 
insurance program exceeds the amount of sur-
plus earnings accumulated in that program, re-
imbursement shall be made only to the extent of 
such surplus earnings: Provided further, That 
the Secretary shall determine the cost of admin-
istration for fiscal year 2002, which is properly 
allocable to the provision of each insurance pro-
gram and to the provision of any total disability 
income insurance included in such insurance 
program. 

SEC. 108. For fiscal year 2002 only, funds 
available in any Department of Veterans Affairs 
appropriation or fund for salaries and other ad-
ministrative expenses shall also be available to 
reimburse the Office of Resolution Management 
and the Office of Employment Discrimination 
Complaint Adjudication for all services provided 
at rates which will recover actual costs. Pay-
ments may be made in advance for services to be 
furnished, based on estimated costs. Amounts 
received shall be credited to the General Oper-
ating Expenses account for use by the office 
that provided the service. Total resources avail-
able to these offices for fiscal year 2002 shall not 
exceed $28,550,000 for the Office of Resolution 
Management and $2,383,000 for the Office of 
Employment and Discrimination Complaint Ad-
judication. 

SEC. 109. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Department of Veterans Affairs shall 
continue the Franchise Fund pilot program au-
thorized to be established by section 403 of Pub-
lic Law 103–356 until October 1, 2002: Provided, 
That the Franchise Fund, established by Title I 

of Public Law 104–204 to finance the operations 
of the Franchise Fund pilot program, shall con-
tinue until October 1, 2002. 

SEC. 110. (a) STUDY OF 
VISCOSUPPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs shall carry out a study of the ben-
efits and costs of using viscosupplementation as 
a means of treating degenerative knee diseases 
in veterans instead of, or as a means of delay-
ing, knee replacement. The study shall consider 
the benefits and costs of the procedure for vet-
erans and the effect of the use of the procedure 
on the provision of medical care by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to Congress a report on the 
study carried out under subsection (a). The re-
port shall set forth the results of the study, and 
include such other information regarding the 
study, including recommendations as a result of 
the study, as the Secretary considers appro-
priate. 

(c) FUNDING.—The Secretary shall carry out 
the study under subsection (a) using amounts 
available to the Secretary under this title under 
the heading ‘‘MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RE-
SEARCH’’. 

SEC. 111. (a) ELIGIBILITY OF NORTH DAKOTA 
VETERANS CEMETERY FOR AID REGARDING VET-
ERANS CEMETERIES.—The Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs shall treat the North Dakota Veterans 
Cemetery, Mandan, North Dakota, as a veterans 
cemetery owned by the State of North Dakota 
for purposes of making grants to States in ex-
panding or improving veterans cemeteries under 
section 2408 of title 38, United States Code. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—This section shall take ef-
fect on the date of enactment of this Act, and 
shall apply with respect to grants under section 
2408 of title 38, United States Code, that occur 
on or after that date. 

SEC. 112. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in this Act for ‘‘Med-
ical care’’ appropriations of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs may be obligated for the re-
alignment of the health care delivery system in 
Veterans Integrated Service Network 12 (VISN 
12) until 60 days after the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs certifies that the Department has: (1) 
consulted with veterans organizations, medical 
school affiliates, employee representatives, State 
veterans and health associations, and other in-
terested parties with respect to the realignment 
plan to be implemented; and (2) made available 
to the Congress and the public information from 
the consultations regarding possible impacts on 
the accessibility of veterans health care services 
to affected veterans. 
TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING 
HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION AND TRANSFERS OF 
FUNDS) 

For activities and assistance to prevent the in-
voluntary displacement of low-income families, 
the elderly and the disabled because of the loss 
of affordable housing stock, expiration of sub-
sidy contracts (other than contracts for which 
amounts are provided under another heading in 
this Act) or expiration of use restrictions, or 
other changes in housing assistance arrange-
ments, and for other purposes, $15,658,769,000 
and amounts that are recaptured in this ac-
count to remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That of the total amount provided under 
this heading, $15,506,746,000, of which 
$11,306,746,000 shall be available on October 1, 
2001 and $4,200,000,000 shall be available on Oc-
tober 1, 2002 shall be for assistance under the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended 
(‘‘the Act’’ herein) (42 U.S.C. 1437): Provided 
further, That the foregoing amounts shall be for 
use in connection with expiring or terminating 
section 8 subsidy contracts, for amendments to 

section 8 subsidy contracts, for enhanced vouch-
ers (including amendments and renewals) under 
any provision of law authorizing such assist-
ance under section 8(t) of the Act (47 U.S.C. 
1437f(t)), contract administrators, and contracts 
entered into pursuant to section 441 of the 
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Pro-
vided further, That amounts available under the 
first proviso under this heading shall be avail-
able for section 8 rental assistance under the 
Act: (1) for the relocation and replacement of 
housing units that are demolished or disposed of 
pursuant to the Omnibus Consolidated Rescis-
sions and Appropriations Act of 1996; (2) for the 
conversion of section 23 projects to assistance 
under section 8; (3) for funds to carry out the 
family unification program; (4) for the reloca-
tion of witnesses in connection with efforts to 
combat crime in public and assisted housing 
pursuant to a request from a law enforcement or 
prosecution agency; (5) for tenant protection as-
sistance, including replacement and relocation 
assistance; and (6) for the 1-year renewal of sec-
tion 8 contracts at current rents for units in a 
project that is subject to an approved plan of 
action under the Emergency Low Income Hous-
ing Preservation Act of 1987 or the Low-Income 
Housing Preservation and Resident Homeowner-
ship Act of 1990: Provided further, That of the 
total amount provided under this heading, no 
less than $13,400,000 shall be transferred to the 
Working Capital Fund for the development and 
maintenance of information technology systems: 
Provided further, That of the total amount pro-
vided under this heading, $40,000,000 shall be 
made available to nonelderly disabled families 
affected by the designation of a public housing 
development under section 7 of the Act, the es-
tablishment of preferences in accordance with 
section 651 of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 1361l), or the 
restriction of occupancy to elderly families in 
accordance with section 658 of such Act, and to 
the extent the Secretary determines that such 
amount is not needed to fund applications for 
such affected families, to other nonelderly dis-
abled families: Provided further, That of the 
total amount provided under this heading, 
$98,623,000 shall be made available for incre-
mental vouchers under section 8 of the Act on a 
fair share basis to those public housing agencies 
that have no less than 97 percent occupancy 
rate: Provided further, That amounts available 
under this heading may be made available for 
administrative fees and other expenses to cover 
the cost of administering rental assistance pro-
grams under section 8 of the Act: Provided fur-
ther, That the fee otherwise authorized under 
section 8(q) of such Act shall be determined in 
accordance with section 8(q), as in effect imme-
diately before the enactment of the Quality 
Housing and Work Responsibility Act of 1998: 
Provided further, That $615,000,000 are re-
scinded from unobligated balances remaining 
from funds appropriated to the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development under this 
heading or the heading ‘‘Annual contributions 
for assisted housing’’ for fiscal year 2002 and 
prior years: Provided further, That, after the 
amount is rescinded under the previous proviso, 
to the extent an additional amount is available 
for rescission from unobligated balances remain-
ing for funds appropriated to the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development under this 
heading or the heading ‘‘Annual contributions 
for assisted housing’’ for fiscal year 2002 and 
prior years, such amount shall be made avail-
able on a pro-rata basis, no sooner than Sep-
tember 1, 2002, and shall be transferred for use 
under the ‘‘Research and Related Activities’’ ac-
count of the National Science Foundation, and 
shall be transferred for use under the ‘‘Science, 
Aeronautics and Technology’’ account of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, and shall be transferred for use under the 
‘‘HOME investment partnership program’’ ac-
count of the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development for the production of mixed-income 
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housing for which this amount shall be used to 
assist the construction of units that serve ex-
tremely low-income families, and shall be trans-
ferred for use under the ‘‘Housing for Special 
Populations’’ account of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary shall have until Sep-
tember 30, 2002, to meet the rescissions in the 
preceding provisos: Provided further, That any 
obligated balances of contract authority that 
have been terminated shall be canceled. 

PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Public Housing Capital Fund Program 
to carry out capital and management activities 
for public housing agencies, as authorized 
under section 9 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1437), 
$2,943,400,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003, of which up to $50,000,000 shall 
be for carrying out activities under section 9(h) 
of such Act, up to $500,000 shall be for lease ad-
justments to section 23 projects and no less than 
$43,000,000 shall be transferred to the Working 
Capital Fund for the development and mainte-
nance of information technology systems: Pro-
vided, That no funds may be used under this 
heading for the purposes specified in section 
9(k) of the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended: Provided further, That of the total 
amount, up to $75,000,000 shall be available for 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment to make grants to public housing agencies 
for emergency capital needs resulting from emer-
gencies and natural disasters in fiscal year 2002. 

PUBLIC HOUSING OPERATING FUND 
For payments to public housing agencies for 

the operation and management of public hous-
ing, as authorized by section 9(e) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 1437g), $3,384,868,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2003: Provided, That no 
funds may be used under this heading for the 
purposes specified in section 9(k) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended. 

DRUG ELIMINATION GRANTS FOR LOW-INCOME 
HOUSING 

For grants to public housing agencies and In-
dian tribes and their tribally designated housing 
entities for use in eliminating crime in public 
housing projects authorized by 42 U.S.C. 11901– 
11908, for grants for federally assisted low-in-
come housing authorized by 42 U.S.C. 11909, and 
for drug information clearinghouse services au-
thorized by 42 U.S.C. 11921–11925, $300,000,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That of the total amount provided under this 
heading, up to $3,000,000 shall be solely for tech-
nical assistance, technical assistance grants, 
training, and program assessment for or on be-
half of public housing agencies, resident organi-
zations, and Indian tribes and their tribally des-
ignated housing entities (including up to 
$150,000 for the cost of necessary travel for par-
ticipants in such training) for oversight, train-
ing and improved management of this program; 
$2,000,000 shall be available to the Boys and 
Girls Clubs of America for the operating and 
start-up costs of clubs located in or near, and 
primarily serving residents of, public housing 
and housing assisted under the Native American 
Housing Assistance and Self-Determination Act 
of 1996: Provided further, That of the amount 
under this heading, $20,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the New Approach Anti-Drug program 
which will provide competitive grants to entities 
managing or operating public housing develop-
ments, federally assisted multifamily housing 
developments, or other multifamily housing de-
velopments for low-income families supported by 
non-Federal governmental entities or similar 
housing developments supported by nonprofit 
private sources in order to provide or augment 
security (including personnel costs), to assist in 
the investigation and/or prosecution of drug-re-
lated criminal activity in and around such de-
velopments, and to provide assistance for the de-

velopment of capital improvements at such de-
velopments directly relating to the security of 
such developments: Provided further, That 
grants for the New Approach Anti-Drug pro-
gram shall be made on a competitive basis as 
specified in section 102 of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development Reform Act of 
1989. 
REVITALIZATION OF SEVERELY DISTRESSED PUBLIC 

HOUSING (HOPE VI) 
For grants to public housing agencies for dem-

olition, site revitalization, replacement housing, 
and tenant-based assistance grants to projects 
as authorized by section 24 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended, $573,735,000 to 
remain available until September 30, 2003, of 
which the Secretary may use up to $7,500,000 for 
technical assistance and contract expertise, to 
be provided directly or indirectly by grants, con-
tracts or cooperative agreements, including 
training and cost of necessary travel for partici-
pants in such training, by or to officials and 
employees of the department and of public hous-
ing agencies and to residents: Provided, That 
none of such funds shall be used directly or in-
directly by granting competitive advantage in 
awards to settle litigation or pay judgments, un-
less expressly permitted herein. 

NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANTS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For the Native American Housing Block 
Grants program, as authorized under title I of 
the Native American Housing Assistance and 
Self-Determination Act of 1996 (NAHASDA) 
(Public Law 104–330), $648,570,000, to remain 
available until expended, of which $2,200,000 
shall be contracted through the Secretary as 
technical assistance and capacity building to be 
used by the National American Indian Housing 
Council in support of the implementation of 
NAHASDA; $5,000,000 shall be to support the in-
spection of Indian housing units, contract ex-
pertise, and technical assistance in the training, 
oversight, and management of Indian housing 
and tenant-based assistance, including up to 
$300,000 for related travel; and no less than 
$3,000,000 shall be transferred to the Working 
Capital Fund for the development and mainte-
nance of information technology systems: Pro-
vided, That of the amount provided under this 
heading, $5,987,000 shall be made available for 
the cost of guaranteed notes and other obliga-
tions, as authorized by title VI of NAHASDA: 
Provided further, That such costs, including the 
costs of modifying such notes and other obliga-
tions, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended: 
Provided further, That these funds are available 
to subsidize the total principal amount of any 
notes and other obligations, any part of which 
is to be guaranteed, not to exceed $54,600,000: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development (Secretary) may pro-
vide technical and financial assistance to the 
Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa for emer-
gency housing, housing assistance, and other 
assistance to address the mold problem at the 
Turtle Mountain Indian Reservation: Provided 
further, That the Secretary shall work with the 
Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa, the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency, the In-
dian Health Service, the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, and other appropriate Federal agencies in 
developing a plan to maximize Federal resources 
to address the emergency housing needs and re-
lated problems: Provided further, That for ad-
ministrative expenses to carry out the guaran-
teed loan program, up to $150,000 from amounts 
in the first proviso, which shall be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Salaries 
and expenses’’, to be used only for the adminis-
trative costs of these guarantees. 

INDIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For the cost of guaranteed loans, as author-

ized by section 184 of the Housing and Commu-

nity Development Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 3739), 
$5,987,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That such costs, including the costs of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
as amended: Provided further, That these funds 
are available to subsidize total loan principal, 
any part of which is to be guaranteed, not to ex-
ceed $234,283,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the guaranteed loan program, up to 
$200,000 from amounts in the first paragraph, 
which shall be transferred to and merged with 
the appropriation for ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’, 
to be used only for the administrative costs of 
these guarantees. 

NATIVE HAWAIIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE 
FUND 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For the cost of guaranteed loans, as author-

ized by section 184A of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 1715z– 
13a), $1,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That such costs, including 
the costs of modifying such loans, shall be as 
defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds are available to subsidize 
total loan principal, any part of which is to be 
guaranteed, not to exceed $40,000,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the guaranteed loan program, up to 
$35,000 from amounts in the first paragraph, 
which shall be transferred to and merged with 
the appropriation for ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’, 
to be used only for the administrative costs of 
these guarantees. 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH AIDS 

For carrying out the Housing Opportunities 
for Persons with AIDS program, as authorized 
by the AIDS Housing Opportunity Act (42 
U.S.C. 12901), $277,432,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2003: Provided, That the Sec-
retary shall renew all expiring contracts that 
were funded under section 854(c)(3) of such Act 
that meet all program requirements before 
awarding funds for new contracts and activities 
authorized under this section: Provided further, 
That the Secretary may use up to $2,000,000 of 
the funds under this heading for training, over-
sight, and technical assistance activities. 

RURAL HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

For the Office of Rural Housing and Eco-
nomic Development in the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, $25,000,000 to re-
main available until expended, which amount 
shall be awarded by June 1, 2002, to Indian 
tribes, State housing finance agencies, State 
community and/or economic development agen-
cies, local rural nonprofits and community de-
velopment corporations to support innovative 
housing and economic development activities in 
rural areas: Provided, That all grants shall be 
awarded on a competitive basis as specified in 
section 102 of the HUD Reform Act. 

EMPOWERMENT ZONES/ENTERPRISE COMMUNITIES 

For grants in connection with a second round 
of empowerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities, $75,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, for ‘‘Urban Empowerment Zones’’, as 
authorized in the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, 
including $5,000,000 for each empowerment zone 
for use in conjunction with economic develop-
ment activities consistent with the strategic plan 
of each empowerment zone. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For assistance to units of State and local gov-

ernment, and to other entities, for economic and 
community development activities, and for other 
purposes, $5,012,993,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2004: Provided, That of the 
amount provided, $4,801,993,000 is for carrying 
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out the community development block grant pro-
gram under title I of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1974, as amended (the 
‘‘Act’’ herein) (42 U.S.C. 5301): Provided fur-
ther, That $71,000,000 shall be for flexible grants 
to Indian tribes notwithstanding section 
106(a)(1) of such Act; $3,000,000 shall be avail-
able as a grant to the Housing Assistance Coun-
cil; $2,600,000 shall be available as a grant to the 
National American Indian Housing Council; 
and $45,500,000 shall be for grants pursuant to 
section 107 of the Act of which $4,000,000 shall 
be made available to support Alaska Native 
serving institutions and Native Hawaiian serv-
ing institutions as defined under the Higher 
Education Act, as amended, and of which 
$3,000,000 shall be made available to tribal col-
leges and universities to build, expand, renovate 
and equip their facilities: Provided further, 
That $10,000,000 shall be made available to the 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands to provide 
assistance as authorized under the Hawaiian 
Homelands Homeownership Act of 2000 (with no 
more than 5 percent of such funds being avail-
able for administrative costs): Provided further, 
That no less than $15,000,000 shall be trans-
ferred to the Working Capital Fund for the de-
velopment and maintenance of information 
technology systems: Provided further, That 
$20,000,000 shall be for grants pursuant to the 
Self Help Housing Opportunity Program: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed 20 percent of 
any grant made with funds appropriated herein 
(other than a grant made available in this para-
graph to the Housing Assistance Council or the 
National American Indian Housing Council, or 
a grant using funds under section 107(b)(3) of 
the Act) shall be expended for ‘‘Planning and 
Management Development’’ and ‘‘Administra-
tion’’ as defined in regulations promulgated by 
the department. 

Of the amount made available under this 
heading, $28,450,000 shall be made available for 
capacity building, of which $25,000,000 shall be 
made available for ‘‘Capacity Building for Com-
munity Development and Affordable Housing’’ 
for LISC and the Enterprise Foundation, for ac-
tivities as authorized by section 4 of the HUD 
Demonstration Act of 1993 (Public Law 103–120), 
as in effect immediately before June 12, 1997, 
with not less than $5,000,000 of the funding to be 
used in rural areas, including tribal areas, and 
of which $3,450,000 shall be for capacity build-
ing activities administered by Habitat for Hu-
manity International. 

Of the amount made available under this 
heading, the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development may use up to $55,000,000 for sup-
portive services for public housing residents, as 
authorized by section 34 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended, and for resi-
dents of housing assisted under the Native 
American Housing Assistance and Self-Deter-
mination Act of 1996 (NAHASDA) and for grants 
for service coordinators and congregate services 
for the elderly and disabled residents of public 
and assisted housing and housing assisted 
under NAHASDA. 

Of the amount made available under this 
heading, $80,000,000 is for grants to create or ex-
pand community technology centers in high 
poverty urban and rural communities and to 
provide technical assistance to those centers. 

Of the amount made available under this 
heading, $25,000,000 shall be available for neigh-
borhood initiatives that are utilized to improve 
the conditions of distressed and blighted areas 
and neighborhoods, to stimulate investment, 
economic diversification, and community revi-
talization in areas with population outmigration 
or a stagnating or declining economic base, or to 
determine whether housing benefits can be inte-
grated more effectively with welfare reform ini-
tiatives. 

Of the amount made available under this 
heading, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, $70,000,000 shall be available for 
YouthBuild program activities authorized by 

subtitle D of title IV of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act, as amended, 
and such activities shall be an eligible activity 
with respect to any funds made available under 
this heading: Provided, That local YouthBuild 
programs that demonstrate an ability to leverage 
private and nonprofit funding shall be given a 
priority for YouthBuild funding: Provided fur-
ther, That no more than ten percent of any 
grant award may be used for administrative 
costs: Provided further, That not less than 
$10,000,000 shall be available for grants to estab-
lish Youthbuild programs in underserved and 
rural areas: Provided further, That of the 
amount provided under this paragraph, 
$2,000,000 shall be set aside and made available 
for a grant to YouthBuild USA for capacity 
building for community development and afford-
able housing activities as specified in section 4 
of the HUD Demonstration Act of 1993, as 
amended. 

Of the amount made available under this 
heading, $140,000,000 shall be available for 
grants for the Economic Development Initiative 
(EDI) to finance a variety of economic develop-
ment efforts in accordance with the terms and 
conditions specified for such grants in the Sen-
ate report accompanying this Act. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT LOAN GUARANTEES 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For the cost of guaranteed loans, $14,000,000, 

as authorized by section 108 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974, as amend-
ed: Provided, That such costs, including the cost 
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined in 
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, as amended: Provided further, That these 
funds are available to subsidize total loan prin-
cipal, any part of which is to be guaranteed, not 
to exceed $608,696,000, notwithstanding any ag-
gregate limitation on outstanding obligations 
guaranteed in section 108(k) of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974, as amend-
ed: Provided further, That in addition, for ad-
ministrative expenses to carry out the guaran-
teed loan program, $1,000,000, which shall be 
transferred to and merged with the appropria-
tion for ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’. 

BROWNFIELDS REDEVELOPMENT 
For Economic Development Grants, as author-

ized by section 108(q) of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974, as amended, 
for Brownfields redevelopment projects, 
$25,000,000, to remain available until September 
30, 2003: Provided, That the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development shall make these 
grants available on a competitive basis as speci-
fied in section 102 of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development Reform Act of 1989. 

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the HOME investment partnerships pro-
gram, as authorized under title II of the Cran-
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act, 
as amended, $1,796,040,000 to remain available 
until September 30, 2004, of which up to 
$20,000,000 of these funds shall be available for 
Housing Counseling under section 106 of the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968; 
and of which no less than $17,000,000 shall be 
transferred to the Working Capital Fund for the 
development and maintenance of information 
technology systems. 

HOMELESS ASSISTANCE GRANTS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the emergency shelter grants program as 
authorized under subtitle B of title IV of the 
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, as 
amended; the supportive housing program as 
authorized under subtitle C of title IV of such 
Act; the section 8 moderate rehabilitation single 
room occupancy program as authorized under 
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended, to assist homeless individuals pursu-
ant to section 441 of the McKinney-Vento Home-

less Assistance Act; and the shelter plus care 
program as authorized under subtitle F of title 
IV of such Act, $1,022,745,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2004: Provided, That 
not less than 30 percent of these funds shall be 
used for permanent housing, and all funding for 
services must be matched by 25 percent in fund-
ing by each grantee: Provided further, That all 
awards of assistance under this heading shall be 
required to coordinate and integrate homeless 
programs with other mainstream health, social 
services, and employment programs for which 
homeless populations may be eligible, including 
Medicaid, State Children’s Health Insurance 
Program, Temporary Assistance for Needy Fami-
lies, Food Stamps, and services funding through 
the Mental Health and Substance Abuse Block 
Grant, Workforce Investment Act, and the Wel-
fare-to-Work grant program: Provided further, 
That no less than $14,200,000 of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading is transferred to 
the Working Capital Fund to be used for tech-
nical assistance for management information 
systems and to develop an automated, client- 
level Annual Performance Report System: Pro-
vided further, That $500,000 shall be made avail-
able to the Interagency Council on the Homeless 
for administrative needs. 

SHELTER PLUS CARE RENEWALS 
For the renewal on an annual basis of con-

tracts expiring during fiscal years 2002 and 2003 
or amendment of contracts funded under the 
Shelter Plus Care program, as authorized under 
subtitle F of title IV of the McKinney-Vento 
Homeless Assistance Act, as amended, 
$99,780,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That each Shelter Plus Care project 
with an expiring contract shall be eligible for re-
newal only if the project is determined to be 
needed under the applicable continuum of care 
and meets appropriate program requirements 
and financial standards, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 
HOUSING FOR SPECIAL POPULATIONS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For assistance for the purchase, construction, 

acquisition, or development of additional public 
and subsidized housing units for low income 
families not otherwise provided for, 
$1,001,009,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That $783,286,000 shall be for 
capital advances, including amendments to cap-
ital advance contracts, for housing for the elder-
ly, as authorized by section 202 of the Housing 
Act of 1959, as amended, and for project rental 
assistance, and amendments to contracts for 
project rental assistance, for the elderly under 
such section 202(c)(2), and for supportive serv-
ices associated with the housing, of which 
amount $50,000,000 shall be for service coordina-
tors and the continuation of existing congregate 
service grants for residents of assisted housing 
projects, of which amount up to $3,000,000 shall 
be available to renew expiring project rental as-
sistance contracts for up to a one-year term, 
and of which amount $50,000,000 shall be for 
grants under section 202b of the Housing Act of 
1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q–2) for conversion of eligible 
projects under such section to assisted living or 
related use: Provided further, That of the 
amount under this heading, $217,723,000 shall be 
for capital advances, including amendments to 
capital advance contracts, for supportive hous-
ing for persons with disabilities, as authorized 
by section 811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act, for project rental 
assistance, for amendments to contracts for 
project rental assistance, and supportive serv-
ices associated with the housing for persons 
with disabilities as authorized by section 811 of 
such Act, of which up to $1,200,000 shall be 
available to renew expiring project rental assist-
ance contracts for up to a one-year term: Pro-
vided further, That no less than $3,000,000, to be 
divided evenly between the appropriations for 
the section 202 and section 811 programs, shall 
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be transferred to the Working Capital Fund for 
the development and maintenance of informa-
tion technology systems: Provided further, That 
the Secretary may designate up to 25 percent of 
the amounts earmarked under this paragraph 
for section 811 of such Act for tenant-based as-
sistance, as authorized under that section, in-
cluding such authority as may be waived under 
the next proviso, which assistance is five years 
in duration: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary may waive any provision of such section 
202 and such section 811 (including the provi-
sions governing the terms and conditions of 
project rental assistance and tenant-based as-
sistance) that the Secretary determines is not 
necessary to achieve the objectives of these pro-
grams, or that otherwise impedes the ability to 
develop, operate, or administer projects assisted 
under these programs, and may make provision 
for alternative conditions or terms where appro-
priate. 

FLEXIBLE SUBSIDY FUND 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

From the Rental Housing Assistance Fund, all 
uncommitted balances of excess rental charges 
as of September 30, 2001, and any collections 
made during fiscal year 2002, shall be trans-
ferred to the Flexible Subsidy Fund, as author-
ized by section 236(g) of the National Housing 
Act, as amended. 

MANUFACTURED HOUSING FEES TRUST FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses as authorized by the 
National Manufactured Housing Construction 
and Safety Standards Act of 1974, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 5401 et seq.), $17,254,000, to remain 
available until expended, to be derived from the 
Manufactured Housing Fees Trust Fund: Pro-
vided, That not to exceed the amount appro-
priated under this heading shall be available 
from the general fund of the Treasury to the ex-
tent necessary to incur obligations and make ex-
penditures pending the receipt of collections to 
the Fund pursuant to section 620 of such Act: 
Provided further, That the amount made avail-
able under this heading from the general fund 
shall be reduced as such collections are received 
during fiscal year 2002 so as to result in a final 
fiscal year 2002 appropriation from the general 
fund estimated at not more than $0. 

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 
MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM 

ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

During fiscal year 2002, commitments to guar-
antee loans to carry out the purposes of section 
203(b) of the National Housing Act, as amended, 
shall not exceed a loan principal of 
$160,000,000,000. 

During fiscal year 2002, obligations to make 
direct loans to carry out the purposes of section 
204(g) of the National Housing Act, as amended, 
shall not exceed $250,000,000: Provided, That the 
foregoing amount shall be for loans to nonprofit 
and governmental entities in connection with 
sales of single family real properties owned by 
the Secretary and formerly insured under the 
Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund. 

For administrative expenses necessary to 
carry out the guaranteed and direct loan pro-
gram, $336,700,000, of which not to exceed 
$332,678,000 shall be transferred to the appro-
priation for ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’; and not to 
exceed $4,022,000 shall be transferred to the ap-
propriation for ‘‘Office of Inspector General’’. 
In addition, for administrative contract ex-
penses, $160,000,000: Provided, That a combined 
total of $160,000,000 from amounts appropriated 
for administrative contract expenses under this 
heading or the heading ‘‘FHA—General and 
Special Risk Program Account’’ shall be trans-
ferred to the Working Capital Fund for the de-
velopment and maintenance of information 
technology systems: Provided further, That to 
the extent guaranteed loan commitments exceed 
$65,500,000,000 on or before April 1, 2002 an ad-

ditional $1,400 for administrative contract ex-
penses shall be available for each $1,000,000 in 
additional guaranteed loan commitments (in-
cluding a pro rata amount for any amount 
below $1,000,000), but in no case shall funds 
made available by this proviso exceed 
$16,000,000. 

GENERAL AND SPECIAL RISK PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of guaranteed loans, as author-
ized by sections 238 and 519 of the National 
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–3 and 1735c), in-
cluding the cost of loan guarantee modifications 
as that term is defined in section 502 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended, 
$15,000,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That these funds are available to sub-
sidize total loan principal, any part of which is 
to be guaranteed, of up to $21,000,000,000: Pro-
vided further, That any amounts made available 
in any prior appropriations Act for the cost (as 
such term is defined in section 502 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974) of guaranteed 
loans that are obligations of the funds estab-
lished under section 238 or 519 of the National 
Housing Act that have not been obligated or 
that are deobligated shall be available to the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development in 
connection with the making of such guarantees 
and shall remain available until expended, not-
withstanding the expiration of any period of 
availability otherwise applicable to such 
amounts. 

Gross obligations for the principal amount of 
direct loans, as authorized by sections 204(g), 
207(l), 238, and 519(a) of the National Housing 
Act, shall not exceed $50,000,000, of which not to 
exceed $30,000,000 shall be for bridge financing 
in connection with the sale of multifamily real 
properties owned by the Secretary and formerly 
insured under such Act; and of which not to ex-
ceed $20,000,000 shall be for loans to nonprofit 
and governmental entities in connection with 
the sale of single-family real properties owned 
by the Secretary and formerly insured under 
such Act. 

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the guaranteed and direct 
loan programs, $216,100,000, of which 
$197,779,000, shall be transferred to the appro-
priation for ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’; and of 
which $18,321,000 shall be transferred to the ap-
propriation for ‘‘Office of Inspector General’’. 
In addition, for administrative contract ex-
penses necessary to carry out the guaranteed 
and direct loan programs, $144,000,000: Pro-
vided, That to the extent guaranteed loan com-
mitments exceed $8,426,000,000 on or before April 
1, 2002, an additional $19,800,000 for administra-
tive contract expenses shall be available for 
each $1,000,000 in additional guaranteed loan 
commitments over $8,426,000,000 (including a pro 
rata amount for any increment below 
$1,000,000), but in no case shall funds made 
available by this proviso exceed $14,400,000. 
GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION 

(GNMA) 
GUARANTEES OF MORTGAGE-BACKED SECURITIES 

LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

New commitments to issue guarantees to carry 
out the purposes of section 306 of the National 
Housing Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1721(g)), 
shall not exceed $200,000,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2003. 

For administrative expenses necessary to 
carry out the guaranteed mortgage-backed secu-
rities program, $9,383,000 to be derived from the 
GNMA guarantees of mortgage-backed securities 
guaranteed loan receipt account, of which not 
to exceed $9,383,000 shall be transferred to the 
appropriation for ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’. 

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH 
RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 

For contracts, grants, and necessary expenses 
of programs of research and studies relating to 

housing and urban problems, not otherwise pro-
vided for, as authorized by title V of the Hous-
ing and Urban Development Act of 1970, as 
amended (12 U.S.C. 1701z–1 et seq.), including 
carrying out the functions of the Secretary 
under section 1(a)(1)(i) of Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 of 1968, $53,404,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2003: Provided, That 
$3,000,000 shall be for program evaluation to 
support strategic planning, performance meas-
urement, and their coordination with the De-
partment’s budget process: Provided further, 
That of the amount provided under this head-
ing, $10,000,000 shall be for the Partnership for 
Advanced Technology in Housing. 

FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 
FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES 

For contracts, grants, and other assistance, 
not otherwise provided for, as authorized by 
title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, as 
amended by the Fair Housing Amendments Act 
of 1988, and section 561 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1987, as amend-
ed, $45,899,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003, of which $24,000,000 shall be to 
carry out activities pursuant to such section 561: 
Provided, That no funds made available under 
this heading shall be used to lobby the executive 
or legislative branches of the Federal Govern-
ment in connection with a specific contract, 
grant or loan. 

OFFICE OF LEAD HAZARD CONTROL 
LEAD HAZARD REDUCTION 

For the Lead Hazard Reduction Program, as 
authorized by sections 1011 and 1053 of the Resi-
dential Lead-Based Hazard Reduction Act of 
1992, $109,758,000 to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003, of which $10,000,000 shall be for 
the Healthy Homes Initiative, pursuant to sec-
tions 501 and 502 of the Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1970 that shall include re-
search, studies, testing, and demonstration ef-
forts, including education and outreach con-
cerning lead-based paint poisoning and other 
housing-related diseases and hazards: Provided, 
That of the amounts provided under this head-
ing, $1,000,000 shall be for the National Center 
for Lead-Safe Housing: Provided further, That 
of the amounts provided under this heading, 
$750,000 shall be for CLEARCorps. 

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For necessary administrative and non-admin-

istrative expenses of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, not otherwise provided 
for, including not to exceed $7,000 for official re-
ception and representation expenses, 
$1,087,257,000, of which $530,457,000 shall be pro-
vided from the various funds of the Federal 
Housing Administration, $9,383,000 shall be pro-
vided from funds of the Government National 
Mortgage Association, $1,000,000 shall be pro-
vided from the ‘‘Community development fund’’ 
account, $150,000 shall be provided by transfer 
from the ‘‘Title VI Indian federal guarantees 
program’’ account, $200,000 shall be provided by 
transfer from the ‘‘Indian housing loan guar-
antee fund program’’ account and $35,000 shall 
be transferred from the Native Hawaiian Hous-
ing Loan Guarantee Fund: Provided, That no 
less than $85,000,000 shall be transferred to the 
Working Capital Fund for the development and 
maintenance of Information Technology Sys-
tems: Provided further, That the Secretary shall 
fill 7 out of 10 vacancies at the GS–14 and GS– 
15 levels until the total number of GS–14 and 
GS–15 positions in the Department has been re-
duced from the number of GS–14 and GS–15 posi-
tions on the date of enactment of Public Law 
106–377 by two and one-half percent: Provided 
further, That of the amount under this heading, 
$1,500,000 shall be for necessary expenses of the 
Millenial Housing Commission, as authorized by 
Public Law 106–74 with the final report due no 
later than August 30, 2002. 
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OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

spector General in carrying out the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended, $88,898,000, of 
which $22,343,000 shall be provided from the var-
ious funds of the Federal Housing Administra-
tion: Provided, That the Inspector General shall 
have independent authority over all personnel 
issues within the Office of Inspector General. 

CONSOLIDATED FEE FUND 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the balances remaining available from fees 

and charges under section 7(j) of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development Act, 
$6,700,000 are rescinded. 

OFFICE OF FEDERAL HOUSING ENTERPRISE 
OVERSIGHT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For carrying out the Federal Housing Enter-

prise Financial Safety and Soundness Act of 
1992, including not to exceed $500 for official re-
ception and representation expenses, $27,000,000, 
to remain available until expended, to be de-
rived from the Federal Housing Enterprise Over-
sight Fund: Provided, That not to exceed such 
amount shall be available from the general fund 
of the Treasury to the extent necessary to incur 
obligations and make expenditures pending the 
receipt of collections to the Fund: Provided fur-
ther, That the general fund amount shall be re-
duced as collections are received during the fis-
cal year so as to result in a final appropriation 
from the general fund estimated at not more 
than $0: Provided further, That this Office shall 
submit a staffing plan to the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations no later than 
January 30, 2002. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEC. 201. Fifty percent of the amounts of 
budget authority, or in lieu thereof 50 percent of 
the cash amounts associated with such budget 
authority, that are recaptured from projects de-
scribed in section 1012(a) of the McKinney- 
Vento Homeless Assistance Amendments Act of 
1988 (Public Law 100–628; 102 Stat. 3224, 3268) 
shall be rescinded, or in the case of cash, shall 
be remitted to the Treasury, and such amounts 
of budget authority or cash recaptured and not 
rescinded or remitted to the Treasury shall be 
used by State housing finance agencies or local 
governments or local housing agencies with 
projects approved by the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development for which settlement 
occurred after January 1, 1992, in accordance 
with such section. Notwithstanding the previous 
sentence, the Secretary may award up to 15 per-
cent of the budget authority or cash recaptured 
and not rescinded or remitted to the Treasury to 
provide project owners with incentives to refi-
nance their project at a lower interest rate. 

SEC. 202. None of the amounts made available 
under this Act may be used during fiscal year 
2002 to investigate or prosecute under the Fair 
Housing Act any otherwise lawful activity en-
gaged in by one or more persons, including the 
filing or maintaining of a non-frivolous legal ac-
tion, that is engaged in solely for the purpose of 
achieving or preventing action by a Government 
official or entity, or a court of competent juris-
diction. 

SEC. 203. (a) Notwithstanding section 
854(c)(1)(A) of the AIDS Housing Opportunity 
Act (42 U.S.C. 12903(c)(1)(A)), from any amounts 
made available under this title for fiscal year 
2002 that are allocated under such section, the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall allocate and make a grant, in the amount 
determined under subsection (b), for any State 
that— 

(1) received an allocation in a prior fiscal year 
under clause (ii) of such section; and 

(2) is not otherwise eligible for an allocation 
for fiscal year 2002 under such clause (ii) be-

cause the areas in the State outside of the met-
ropolitan statistical areas that qualify under 
clause (i) in fiscal year 2002 do not have the 
number of cases of acquired immunodeficiency 
syndrome (AIDS) required under such clause. 

(b) The amount of the allocation and grant 
for any State described in subsection (a) shall be 
an amount based on the cumulative number of 
AIDS cases in the areas of that State that are 
outside of metropolitan statistical areas that 
qualify under clause (i) of such section 
854(c)(1)(A) in fiscal year 2002, in proportion to 
AIDS cases among cities and States that qualify 
under clauses (i) and (ii) of such section and 
States deemed eligible under subsection (a). 

SEC. 204. Section 225 of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 2000, Public Law 106–74, is amended by in-
serting ‘‘and fiscal year 2002’’ after ‘‘fiscal year 
2001’’. 

SEC. 205. Section 236(g)(3)(A) of the National 
Housing Act is amended by striking out ‘‘fiscal 
years 2000 and 2001’’ and inserting in lieu there-
of ‘‘fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002’’. 

SEC. 206. Section 223(f)(1) of the National 
Housing Act is amended by inserting ‘‘purchase 
or’’ immediately before ‘‘refinancing of existing 
debt’’. 

SEC. 207. Section 106(c)(9) of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1968 is repealed. 

SEC. 208. Section 251 of the National Housing 
Act is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘issue regula-
tions’’ and all that follows and inserting the fol-
lowing: ‘‘require that the mortgagee make avail-
able to the mortgagor, at the time of loan appli-
cation, a written explanation of the features of 
an adjustable rate mortgage consistent with the 
disclosure requirements applicable to variable 
rate mortgages secured by a principal dwelling 
under the Truth in Lending Act.’’; and 

(2) by adding the following new subsection at 
the end: 

‘‘(d)(1) The Secretary may insure under this 
subsection a mortgage that meets the require-
ments of subsection (a), except that the effective 
rate of interest— 

‘‘(A) shall be fixed for a period of not less 
than the first 3 years of the mortgage term; 

‘‘(B) shall be adjusted by the mortgagee ini-
tially upon the expiration of such period and 
annually thereafter; and 

‘‘(C) in the case of the initial interest rate ad-
justment, is subject to the one percent limitation 
only if the interest rate remained fixed for five 
or fewer years. 

‘‘(2) The disclosure required under subsection 
(b) shall be required for a mortgage insured 
under this subsection.’’. 

SEC. 209. (a) Section 203(c) of the National 
Housing Act is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and (k)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘or (k)’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by inserting immediately after ‘‘subsection 

(v),’’ the following: ‘‘and each mortgage that is 
insured under subsection (k) or section 234(c),’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and executed on or after Oc-
tober 1, 1994,’’. 

(b) The amendments made by subsection (a) 
shall apply only to mortgages that are executed 
on or after the date of enactment of this Act or 
a later date determined by the Secretary and 
announced by notice in the Federal Register. 

SEC. 210. Section 242(d)(4) of the National 
Housing Act is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(4)(A) The Secretary, in conjunction with 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
shall require satisfactory evidence that the hos-
pital will be located in a State or political sub-
division of a State with reasonable minimum 
standards of licensure and methods of operation 
for hospitals and satisfactory assurance that 
such standards will be applied and enforced 
with respect to the hospital. 

‘‘(B) The Secretary shall establish the means 
for determining need and feasibility for the hos-

pital. If the State has an official procedure for 
determining need for hospitals, the Secretary 
shall also require that such procedure be fol-
lowed before the application for insurance is 
submitted, and the application shall document 
that need has also been established under that 
procedure.’’. 

SEC. 211. Section 232(d)(4)(A) of the National 
Housing Act is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(A)(i) The Secretary, in conjunction with the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, shall 
require satisfactory evidence that a nursing 
home, intermediate care facility, or combined 
nursing home and intermediate care facility will 
be located in a State or political subdivision of 
a State with reasonable minimum standards of 
licensure and methods of operation for such 
homes, facilities, or combined homes and facili-
ties. The Secretary shall also require satisfac-
tory assurance that such standards will be ap-
plied and enforced with respect to the home, fa-
cility, or combined home or facility. 

‘‘(ii) The Secretary shall establish the means 
for determining need and feasibility for the 
home, facility, or combined home and facility. If 
the State has an official procedure for deter-
mining need for such homes, facilities, or com-
bined homes and facilities, the Secretary shall 
also require that such procedure be followed be-
fore the application for insurance is submitted, 
and the application shall document that need 
has also been established under that proce-
dure.’’. 

SEC. 212. Section 533 of the National Housing 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘SEC. 533. REVIEW OF MORTGAGEE PERFORM-
ANCE AND AUTHORITY TO TERMINATE.— 

‘‘(a) PERIODIC REVIEW OF MORTGAGEE PER-
FORMANCE.—To reduce losses in connection with 
single family mortgage insurance programs 
under this Act, at least once a year the Sec-
retary shall review the rate of early defaults 
and claims for insured single family mortgages 
originated or underwritten by each mortgagee. 

‘‘(b) COMPARISON WITH OTHER MORTGA-
GEES.—For each mortgagee, the Secretary shall 
compare the rate of early defaults and claims 
for insured single family mortgage loans origi-
nated or underwritten by the mortgagee in an 
area with the rate of early defaults and claims 
for other mortgagees originating or under-
writing insured single family mortgage loans in 
the area. For purposes of this section, the term 
‘‘area’’ means each geographic area in which 
the mortgagee is authorized by the Secretary to 
originate insured single family mortgages. 

‘‘(c) TERMINATION OF MORTGAGEE ORIGINA-
TION APPROVAL.—(1) Notwithstanding section 
202(c) of this Act, the Secretary may terminate 
the approval of a mortgagee to originate or un-
derwrite single family mortgages if the Secretary 
determines that the mortgage loans originated or 
underwritten by the mortgagee present an unac-
ceptable risk to the insurance funds. The deter-
mination shall be based on the comparison re-
quired under subsection (b) and shall be made in 
accordance with regulations of the Secretary. 
The Secretary may rely on existing regulations 
published before this section takes effect. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall give a mortgagee at 
least 60 days prior written notice of any termi-
nation under this subsection. The termination 
shall take effect at the end of the notice period, 
unless the Secretary withdraws the termination 
notice or extends the notice period. If requested 
in writing by the mortgagee within 30 days of 
the date of the notice, the mortgagee shall be 
entitled to an informal conference with the offi-
cial authorized to issue termination notices on 
behalf of the Secretary (or a designee of that of-
ficial). At the informal conference, the mort-
gagee may present for consideration specific fac-
tors that it believes were beyond its control and 
that caused the excessive default and claim 
rate.’’. 

SEC. 213. Except as explicitly provided in legis-
lation, any grant or assistance made pursuant 
to Title II of this Act shall be made in accord-
ance with section 102 of the Department of 
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Housing and Urban Development Reform Act of 
1989 on a competitive basis. 

SEC. 214. Public housing agencies in the State 
of Alaska shall not be required to comply with 
section 2(b) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937, as amended, during fiscal year 2002. Public 
Housing Authorities in Iowa that are a part of 
a city government shall not be required to com-
ply with section 2(b) of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937, as amended, regarding the re-
quirement that a public housing agency shall 
contain not less than one member who is di-
rectly assisted by the public housing authority 
during fiscal year 2002. 

SEC. 215. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, in fiscal year 2001 and for each fiscal 
year thereafter, in managing and disposing of 
any multifamily property that is owned or held 
by the Secretary and is occupied primarily by el-
derly or disabled families, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall maintain 
any rental assistance payments under section 8 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 that 
are attached to any dwelling units in the prop-
erty. To the extent the Secretary determines that 
such a multifamily property owned or held by 
the Secretary is not feasible for continued rental 
assistance payments under such section 8, the 
Secretary may, in consultation with the tenants 
of that property, contract for project-based rent-
al assistance payments with an owner or owners 
of other existing housing properties or provide 
other rental assistance. 

SEC. 216. (a) SECTION 207 LIMITS.—Section 
207(c)(3) of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 
1713(c)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$30,420’’, ‘‘$33,696’’, ‘‘$40,248’’, 
‘‘$49,608’’, and ‘‘$56,160’’ and inserting 
‘‘$38,025’’, ‘‘$42,120’’, ‘‘$50,310’’, ‘‘$62,010’’, and 
‘‘$70,200’’, respectively; 

(2) by striking ‘‘$9,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$11,250’’; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘$35,100’’, ‘‘$39,312’’, ‘‘$48,204’’, 
‘‘$60,372’’, and ‘‘$68,262’’ and inserting 
‘‘$43,875’’, ‘‘$49,140’’, ‘‘$60,255’’, ‘‘$75,465’’, and 
‘‘$85,328’’, respectively. 

(b) SECTION 213 LIMITS.—Section 213(b)(2) of 
the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715e(b)(2)) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$30,420’’, ‘‘$33,696’’, ‘‘$40,248’’, 
‘‘$49,608’’, and ‘‘$56,160’’ and inserting 
‘‘$38,025’’, ‘‘$42,120’’, ‘‘$50,310’’, ‘‘$62,010’’, and 
‘‘$70,200’’, respectively; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘$35,100’’, ‘‘$39,312’’, ‘‘$48,204’’, 
‘‘$60,372’’, and ‘‘$68,262’’ and inserting 
‘‘$43,875’’, ‘‘$49,140’’, ‘‘$60,255’’, ‘‘$75,465’’, and 
‘‘$85,328’’, respectively. 

(c) SECTION 220 LIMITS.—Section 
220(d)(3)(B)(iii) of the National Housing Act (12 
U.S.C. 1715k(d)(3)(B)(iii)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$30,420’’, ‘‘$33,696’’, ‘‘$40,248’’, 
‘‘$49,608’’, and ‘‘$56,160’’ and inserting 
‘‘$38,025’’, ‘‘$42,120’’, ‘‘$50,310’’, ‘‘$62,010’’, and 
‘‘$70,200’’, respectively; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘$35,100’’, ‘‘$39,312’’, ‘‘$48,204’’, 
‘‘$60,372’’, and ‘‘$68,262’’ and inserting 
‘‘$43,875’’, ‘‘$49,140’’, ‘‘$60,255’’, ‘‘$75,465’’, and 
‘‘$85,328’’, respectively. 

(d) SECTION 221(d)(3) LIMITS.—Section 
221(d)(3)(ii) of the National Housing Act (12 
U.S.C. 1715l(d)(3)(ii)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$33,638’’, ‘‘$38,785’’, ‘‘$46,775’’, 
‘‘$59,872’’, and ‘‘$66,700’’ and inserting 
‘‘$42,048’’, ‘‘$48,481’’, ‘‘58,469’’, ‘‘$74,840’’, and 
‘‘$83,375’’, respectively; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘$35,400’’, ‘‘$40,579’’, ‘‘$49,344’’, 
‘‘$63,834’’, and ‘‘$70,070’’ and inserting 
‘‘$44,250’’, ‘‘$50,724’’, ‘‘$61,680’’, ‘‘$79,793’’, and 
‘‘$87,588’’, respectively. 

(e) SECTION 221(d)(4) LIMITS.—Section 
221(d)(4)(ii) of the National Housing Act (12 
U.S.C. 1715l(d)(4)(ii)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$30,274’’, ‘‘$34,363’’, ‘‘$41,536’’, 
‘‘$52,135’’, and ‘‘$59,077’’ and inserting 
‘‘$37,843’’, ‘‘$42,954’’, ‘‘$51,920’’, ‘‘$65,169’’, and 
‘‘$73,846’’, respectively; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘$32,701’’, ‘‘$37,487’’, ‘‘$45,583’’, 
‘‘$58,968’’, and ‘‘$64,730’’ and inserting 

‘‘$40,876’’, ‘‘$46,859’’, ‘‘$56,979’’, ‘‘$73,710’’, and 
‘‘$80,913’’, respectively. 

(f) SECTION 231 LIMITS.—Section 231(c)(2) of 
the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715v(c)(2)) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$28,782’’, ‘‘$32,176’’, ‘‘$38,423’’, 
‘‘$46,238’’, and ‘‘$54,360’’ and inserting 
‘‘$35,978’’, ‘‘$40,220’’, ‘‘$48,029’’, ‘‘$57,798’’, 
‘‘$67,950’’, respectively; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘$32,701’’, ‘‘$37,487’’, ‘‘$45,583’’, 
‘‘$58,968’’, and ‘‘$64,730’’ and inserting 
‘‘$40,876’’, ‘‘$46,859’’, ‘‘$56,979’’, ‘‘$73,710’’, and 
‘‘$80,913’’, respectively. 

(g) SECTION 234 LIMITS.—Section 234(e)(3) of 
the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715y(e)(3)) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$30,420’’, ‘‘$33,696’’, ‘‘$40,248’’, 
‘‘$49,608’’, and ‘‘$56,160’’ and inserting 
‘‘$38,025’’, ‘‘$42,120’’, ‘‘$50,310’’, ‘‘$62,010’’, and 
‘‘$70,200’’, respectively; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘$35,100’’, ‘‘$39,312’’, ‘‘$48,204’’, 
‘‘$60,372’’, and ‘‘$68,262’’ and inserting 
‘‘$43,875’’, ‘‘$49,140’’, ‘‘$60,255’’, ‘‘$75,465’’, and 
‘‘$85,328’’, respectively. 

SEC. 217. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Tribal Student Housing Project pro-
posed by the Cook Inlet Housing Authority is 
authorized to be constructed in accordance with 
its 1998 Indian Housing Plan from amounts pre-
viously appropriated for the benefit of the Hous-
ing Authority, a portion of which may be used 
as a maintenance reserve for the completed 
project. 

SEC. 218. ENDOWMENT FUNDS. Of the amounts 
appropriated in the Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, 2001 (Public Law 106–554), for the op-
eration of an historical archive at the Univer-
sity of South Carolina, Department of Archives, 
South Carolina, such funds shall be available to 
the University of South Carolina to fund an en-
dowment for the operation of an historical ar-
chive at the University of South Carolina, De-
partment of Archives, South Carolina, without 
fiscal year limitation. 

SEC. 219. HAWAIIAN HOMELANDS. Section 247 
of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–12) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d), by striking paragraphs 
(1) and (2) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(1) NATIVE HAWAIIAN.—The term ‘native Ha-
waiian’ means any descendant of not less than 
one-half part of the blood of the races inhab-
iting the Hawaiian Islands before January 1, 
1778, or, in the case of an individual who is 
awarded an interest in a lease of Hawaiian 
home lands through transfer or succession, such 
lower percentage as may be established for such 
transfer or succession under section 208 or 209 of 
the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act of 1920 (42 
Stat. 111), or under the corresponding provision 
of the Constitution of the State of Hawaii 
adopted under section 4 of the Act entitled ‘An 
Act to provide for the admission of the State of 
Hawaii into the Union’, approved March 18, 
1959 (73 Stat. 5). 

‘‘(2) HAWAIIAN HOME LANDS.—The term ‘Ha-
waiian home lands’ means all lands given the 
status of Hawaiian home lands under section 
204 of the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act of 
1920 (42 Stat. 110), or under the corresponding 
provision of the Constitution of the State of Ha-
waii adopted under section 4 of the Act entitled 
‘An Act to provide for the admission of the State 
of Hawaii into the Union’, approved March 18, 
1959 (73 Stat. 5).’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(e) CERTIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR EXIST-

ING LESSEES.—Possession of a lease of Hawaiian 
home lands issued under section 207(a) of the 
Hawaiian Homes Commission Act of 1920 (42 
Stat. 110), shall be sufficient to certify eligibility 
to receive a mortgage under this subchapter.’’. 

SEC. 220. RELEASE OF HOME PROGRAM FUNDS. 
Notwithstanding the requirement regarding 
commitment of funds in the first sentence of sec-
tion 288(b) of the HOME Investment Partner-
ships Act (42 U.S.C. 12838(b)), the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development (in this sec-

tion referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall ap-
prove the release of funds under that section to 
the Arkansas Development Finance Authority 
(in this section referred to as the ‘‘ADFA’’) for 
projects, if— 

(1) funds were committed to those projects on 
or before June 12, 2001; 

(2) those projects had not been completed as of 
June 12, 2001; 

(3) the ADFA has fully carried out its respon-
sibilities as described in section 288(a); and 

(4) the Secretary has approved the certifi-
cation that meets the requirements of section 
288(c) with respect to those projects. 

SEC. 221. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law with respect to this or any other fiscal 
year, the Housing Authority of Baltimore City 
may use the remaining balance of the grant 
award of $20,000,000 made to such authority for 
development efforts at Hollander Ridge in Balti-
more, Maryland with funds appropriated for fis-
cal year 1996 under the heading ‘‘Public Hous-
ing Demolition, Site Revitalization, and Re-
placement Housing Grants’’ for the rehabilita-
tion of the Claremont Homes project and for the 
provision of affordable housing in areas within 
the City of Baltimore either (1) designated by 
the partial consent decree in Thompson v. HUD 
as nonimpacted census tracts or (2) designated 
by said authority as either strong neighbor-
hoods experiencing private investment or dy-
namic growth areas where public and/or private 
commercial or residential investment is occur-
ring. 

SEC. 222. DISCRIMINATION IN THE SALE OR 
RENTAL OF HOUSING. (a) IN GENERAL.—Any en-
tity that receives funds pursuant to this Act, 
and discriminates in the sale or rental of hous-
ing against any person because the person is, or 
is perceived to be, a victim of domestic violence, 
dating violence, sexual assault, or stalking, in-
cluding because the person has contacted or re-
ceived assistance or services from law enforce-
ment related to the violence, shall be considered 
to be discriminating against any person in the 
terms, conditions, or privileges of sale or rental 
of a dwelling, or in the provision of services or 
facilities in connection with the sale or rental, 
because of sex under section 804(b) of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3604(b)). 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) COURSE OF CONDUCT.—The term ‘‘course of 

conduct’’ means a course of repeatedly main-
taining a visual or physical proximity to a per-
son or conveying verbal or written threats, in-
cluding threats conveyed through electronic 
communications, or threats implied by conduct. 

(2) DATING VIOLENCE.—The term ‘‘dating vio-
lence’’ has the meaning given the term in sec-
tion 826 of the Higher Education Amendments of 
1998 (20 U.S.C. 1152). 

(3) DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.—The term ‘‘domestic 
violence’’ has the meaning given the term in sec-
tion 826 of the Higher Education Amendments of 
1998 (20 U.S.C. 1152). 

(4) ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATIONS.—The term 
‘‘electronic communications’’ includes commu-
nications via telephone, mobile phone, com-
puter, e-mail, video recorder, fax machine, telex, 
or pager. 

(5) PARENT; SON OR DAUGHTER.—The terms 
‘‘parent’’ and ‘‘son or daughter’’ have the 
meanings given the terms in section 101 of the 
Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 (29 U.S.C. 
2611). 

(6) REPEATEDLY.—The term ‘‘repeatedly’’ 
means on 2 or more occasions. 

(7) SEXUAL ASSAULT.—The term ‘‘sexual as-
sault’’ has the meaning given the term in section 
826 of the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 
(20 U.S.C. 1152). 

(8) STALKING.—The term ‘‘stalking’’ means en-
gaging in a course of conduct directed at a spe-
cific person that would cause a reasonable per-
son to suffer substantial emotional distress or to 
fear bodily injury, sexual assault, or death to 
the person, or the person’s spouse, parent, or 
son or daughter, or any other person who regu-
larly resides in the person’s household, if the 
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conduct causes the specific person to have such 
distress or fear. 

TITLE III—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-

vided for, of the American Battle Monuments 
Commission, including the acquisition of land or 
interest in land in foreign countries; purchases 
and repair of uniforms for caretakers of na-
tional cemeteries and monuments outside of the 
United States and its territories and possessions; 
rent of office and garage space in foreign coun-
tries; purchase (one for replacement only) and 
hire of passenger motor vehicles; and insurance 
of official motor vehicles in foreign countries, 
when required by law of such countries, 
$28,466,000, to remain available until expended. 

CHEMICAL SAFETY AND HAZARD INVESTIGATION 
BOARD 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses in carrying out activi-

ties pursuant to section 112(r)(6) of the Clean 
Air Act, including hire of passenger vehicles, 
uniforms or allowances therefor, as authorized 
by 5 U.S.C. 5901–5902, and for services author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individ-
uals not to exceed the per diem equivalent to the 
maximum rate payable for senior level positions 
under 5 U.S.C. 5376, $7,621,000, $5,121,000 of 
which to remain available until September 30, 
2002 and $2,500,000 of which to remain available 
until September 30, 2003: Provided, That the 
Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation 
Board shall have not more than three career 
Senior Executive Service positions: Provided fur-
ther, That, hereafter, there shall be an Inspec-
tor General at the Board who shall have the du-
ties, responsibilities, and authorities specified in 
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended: 
Provided further, That an individual appointed 
to the position of Inspector General of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
shall, by virtue of such appointment, also hold 
the position of Inspector General of the Board: 
Provided further, That the Inspector General of 
the Board shall utilize personnel of the Office of 
Inspector General of FEMA in performing the 
duties of the Inspector General of the Board, 
and shall not appoint any individuals to posi-
tions within the Board. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
To carry out the Community Development 

Banking and Financial Institutions Act of 1994, 
including services authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, 
but at rates for individuals not to exceed the per 
diem rate equivalent to the rate for ES–3, 
$100,000,000, to remain available until September 
30, 2003, of which $5,000,000 shall be for tech-
nical assistance and training programs designed 
to benefit Native American communities, and up 
to $9,850,000 may be used for administrative ex-
penses, including administration of the New 
Markets Tax Credit, up to $6,000,000 may be 
used for the cost of direct loans, and up to 
$1,000,000 may be used for administrative ex-
penses to carry out the direct loan program: 
Provided, That the cost of direct loans, includ-
ing the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as 
defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds are available to subsidize 
gross obligations for the principal amount of di-
rect loans not to exceed $51,800,000. 

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Consumer Prod-

uct Safety Commission, including hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles, services as authorized by 

5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not to 
exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the max-
imum rate payable under 5 U.S.C. 5376, pur-
chase of nominal awards to recognize non-Fed-
eral officials’ contributions to Commission ac-
tivities, and not to exceed $500 for official recep-
tion and representation expenses, $56,200,000, of 
which $1,000,000 to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2004, shall be for a research project 
on sensor technologies. 

CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY 
SERVICE 

NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAMS 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For necessary expenses for the Corporation 

for National and Community Service (the ‘‘Cor-
poration’’) in carrying out programs, activities, 
and initiatives under the National and Commu-
nity Service Act of 1990 (the ‘‘Act’’) (42 U.S.C. 
12501 et seq.), $415,480,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2003: Provided, That not 
more than $31,000,000 shall be available for ad-
ministrative expenses authorized under section 
501(a)(4) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12671(a)(4)) with 
not less than $2,000,000 targeted for the acquisi-
tion of a cost accounting system for the Cor-
poration’s financial management system, an in-
tegrated grants management system that pro-
vides comprehensive financial management in-
formation for all Corporation grants and coop-
erative agreements, and the establishment, oper-
ation, and maintenance of a central archives 
serving as the repository for all grant, coopera-
tive agreement, and related documents, without 
regard to the provisions of section 501(a)(4)(B) 
of the Act: Provided further, That not more 
than $2,500 shall be for official reception and 
representation expenses: Provided further, That 
of amounts previously transferred to the Na-
tional Service Trust, $5,000,000 shall be available 
for national service scholarships for high school 
students performing community service: Pro-
vided further, That not more than $240,492,000 
of the amount provided under this heading shall 
be available for grants under the National Serv-
ice Trust program authorized under subtitle C of 
title I of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12571 et seq.) (relat-
ing to activities including the AmeriCorps pro-
gram), of which not more than $47,000,000 may 
be used to administer, reimburse, or support any 
national service program authorized under sec-
tion 121(d)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 12581(d)(2)); 
not more than $25,000,000 shall be made avail-
able to activities dedicated to developing com-
puter and information technology skills for stu-
dents and teachers in low-income communities: 
Provided further, That not more than 
$10,000,000 of the funds made available under 
this heading shall be made available for the 
Points of Light Foundation for activities au-
thorized under title III of the Act (42 U.S.C. 
12661 et seq.), of which not more than $2,500,000 
may be used to establish or support an endow-
ment fund, the corpus of which shall remain in-
tact and the interest income from which shall be 
used to support activities described in title III of 
the Act, provided that the Foundation may in-
vest the corpus and income in federally insured 
bank savings accounts or comparable interest 
bearing accounts, certificates of deposit, money 
market funds, mutual funds, obligations of the 
United States, and other market instruments 
and securities but not in real estate investments: 
Provided further, That notwithstanding any 
other law $2,500,000 of the funds made available 
by the Corporation to the Foundation under 
Public Law 106–377 may be used in the manner 
described in the preceding proviso: Provided fur-
ther, That no funds shall be available for na-
tional service programs run by Federal agencies 
authorized under section 121(b) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 12571(b)): Provided further, That to the 
maximum extent feasible, funds appropriated 
under subtitle C of title I of the Act shall be pro-
vided in a manner that is consistent with the 
recommendations of peer review panels in order 

to ensure that priority is given to programs that 
demonstrate quality, innovation, replicability, 
and sustainability: Provided further, That not 
more than $25,000,000 of the funds made avail-
able under this heading shall be available for 
the Civilian Community Corps authorized under 
subtitle E of title I of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12611 et 
seq.): Provided further, That not more than 
$43,000,000 shall be available for school-based 
and community-based service-learning programs 
authorized under subtitle B of title I of the Act 
(42 U.S.C. 12521 et seq.): Provided further, That 
not more than $28,488,000 shall be available for 
quality and innovation activities authorized 
under subtitle H of title I of the Act (42 U.S.C. 
12853 et seq.): Provided further, That not more 
than $15,000,000 shall be available for grants to 
support the Veterans Mission for Youth Pro-
gram: Provided further, That not more than 
$5,000,000 shall be available for audits and other 
evaluations authorized under section 179 of the 
Act (42 U.S.C. 12639): Provided further, That to 
the maximum extent practicable, the Corpora-
tion shall increase significantly the level of 
matching funds and in-kind contributions pro-
vided by the private sector, and shall reduce the 
total Federal costs per participant in all pro-
grams: Provided further, That not more than 
$7,500,000 of the funds made available under 
this heading shall be made available to Amer-
ica’s Promise—The Alliance for Youth, Inc. only 
to support efforts to mobilize individuals, 
groups, and organizations to build and 
strengthen the character and competence of the 
Nation’s youth: Provided further, That not more 
than $5,000,000 of the funds made available 
under this heading shall be made available to 
the Communities In Schools, Inc. to support 
dropout prevention activities: Provided further, 
That not more than $2,500,000 of the funds made 
available under this heading shall be made 
available to the YMCA of the USA to support 
school-based programs designed to strengthen 
collaborations and linkages between public 
schools and communities: Provided further, 
That not more than $1,000,000 of the funds made 
available under this heading shall be made 
available to Teach For America: Provided fur-
ther, That not more than $1,500,000 of the funds 
made available under this heading shall be 
made available to Parents As Teachers National 
Center, Inc. to support literacy activities. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

spector General in carrying out the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended, $5,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2003. 
U.S. COURT OF APPEALS FOR VETERANS CLAIMS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses for the operation of 

the United States Court of Appeals for Veterans 
Claims as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 7251–7298, 
$13,221,000, of which $895,000 shall be available 
for the purpose of providing financial assistance 
as described, and in accordance with the process 
and reporting procedures set forth, under this 
heading in Public Law 102–229. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL 
CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, ARMY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses, as authorized by law, 

for maintenance, operation, and improvement of 
Arlington National Cemetery and Soldiers’ and 
Airmen’s Home National Cemetery, including 
the purchase of two passenger motor vehicles for 
replacement only, and not to exceed $1,000 for 
official reception and representation expenses, 
$18,437,000, to remain available until expended. 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 

SCIENCES 
For necessary expenses for the National Insti-

tute of Environmental Health Sciences in car-
rying out activities set forth in section 311(a) of 
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the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as 
amended, $70,228,000. 

AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES AND DISEASE 
REGISTRY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses for the Agency for 

Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) 
in carrying out activities set forth in sections 
104(i), 111(c)(4), and 111(c)(14) of the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as 
amended; section 118(f) of the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 
(SARA), as amended; and section 3019 of the 
Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended, 
$78,235,000, to be derived from the Hazardous 
Substance Superfund Trust Fund pursuant to 
section 517(a) of SARA (26 U.S.C. 9507): Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, in lieu of performing a health as-
sessment under section 104(i)(6) of CERCLA, the 
Administrator of ATSDR may conduct other ap-
propriate health studies, evaluations, or activi-
ties, including, without limitation, biomedical 
testing, clinical evaluations, medical moni-
toring, and referral to accredited health care 
providers: Provided further, That in performing 
any such health assessment or health study, 
evaluation, or activity, the Administrator of 
ATSDR shall not be bound by the deadlines in 
section 104(i)(6)(A) of CERCLA: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be available for 
ATSDR to issue in excess of 40 toxicological pro-
files pursuant to section 104(i) of CERCLA dur-
ing fiscal year 2002, and existing profiles may be 
updated as necessary. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

For science and technology, including re-
search and development activities, which shall 
include research and development activities 
under the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, 
as amended; necessary expenses for personnel 
and related costs and travel expenses, including 
uniforms, or allowances therefor, as authorized 
by 5 U.S.C. 5901–5902; services as authorized by 
5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not to 
exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the max-
imum rate payable for senior level positions 
under 5 U.S.C. 5376; procurement of laboratory 
equipment and supplies; other operating ex-
penses in support of research and development; 
construction, alteration, repair, rehabilitation, 
and renovation of facilities, not to exceed 
$75,000 per project, $665,672,000, which shall re-
main available until September 30, 2003. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND MANAGEMENT 
For environmental programs and manage-

ment, including necessary expenses, not other-
wise provided for, for personnel and related 
costs and travel expenses, including uniforms, 
or allowances therefor, as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 5901–5902; services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not to 
exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the max-
imum rate payable for senior level positions 
under 5 U.S.C. 5376; hire of passenger motor ve-
hicles; hire, maintenance, and operation of air-
craft; purchase of reprints; library memberships 
in societies or associations which issue publica-
tions to members only or at a price to members 
lower than to subscribers who are not members; 
construction, alteration, repair, rehabilitation, 
and renovation of facilities, not to exceed 
$75,000 per project; and not to exceed $6,000 for 
official reception and representation expenses, 
$2,061,996,200, which shall remain available 
until September 30, 2003. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

spector General in carrying out the provisions of 
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, 
and for construction, alteration, repair, reha-
bilitation, and renovation of facilities, not to ex-
ceed $75,000 per project, $34,019,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2003. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 
For construction, repair, improvement, exten-

sion, alteration, and purchase of fixed equip-
ment or facilities of, or for use by, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, $25,318,400, to remain 
available until expended. 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses to carry out the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as 
amended, including sections 111(c)(3), (c)(5), 
(c)(6), and (e)(4) (42 U.S.C. 9611), and for con-
struction, alteration, repair, rehabilitation, and 
renovation of facilities, not to exceed $75,000 per 
project; $1,274,645,560 to remain available until 
expended, consisting of $634,532,200, as author-
ized by section 517(a) of the Superfund Amend-
ments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), 
as amended by Public Law 101–508, and 
$640,113,360 as a payment from general revenues 
to the Hazardous Substance Superfund for pur-
poses as authorized by section 517(b) of SARA, 
as amended: Provided, That funds appropriated 
under this heading may be allocated to other 
Federal agencies in accordance with section 
111(a) of CERCLA: Provided further, That of 
the funds appropriated under this heading, 
$11,867,000 shall be transferred to the ‘‘Office of 
Inspector General’’ appropriation to remain 
available until September 30, 2003, and 
$36,890,500 shall be transferred to the ‘‘Science 
and technology’’ appropriation to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2003. 

LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK TRUST 
FUND 

For necessary expenses to carry out leaking 
underground storage tank cleanup activities au-
thorized by section 205 of the Superfund Amend-
ments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, and for 
construction, alteration, repair, rehabilitation, 
and renovation of facilities, not to exceed 
$75,000 per project, $71,947,400, to remain avail-
able until expended. 

OIL SPILL RESPONSE 
For expenses necessary to carry out the Envi-

ronmental Protection Agency’s responsibilities 
under the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, $14,986,000, 
to be derived from the Oil Spill Liability trust 
fund, to remain available until expended. 

STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS 
For environmental programs and infrastruc-

ture assistance, including capitalization grants 
for State revolving funds and performance part-
nership grants, $3,603,015,900, to remain avail-
able until expended, of which $1,350,000,000 
shall be for making capitalization grants for the 
Clean Water State Revolving Funds under title 
VI of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 
as amended (the ‘‘Act’’); $850,000,000 shall be for 
capitalization grants for the Drinking Water 
State Revolving Funds under section 1452 of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, as amended, except 
that, notwithstanding section 1452(n) of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, as amended, none of 
the funds made available under this heading in 
this Act, or in previous appropriations Acts, 
shall be reserved by the Administrator for health 
effects studies on drinking water contaminants; 
$75,000,000 shall be for architectural, engineer-
ing, planning, design, construction and related 
activities in connection with the construction of 
high priority water and wastewater facilities in 
the area of the United States-Mexico Border, 
after consultation with the appropriate border 
commission; $40,000,000 shall be for grants to the 
State of Alaska to address drinking water and 
wastewater infrastructure needs of rural and 
Alaska Native Villages; $140,000,000 shall be for 
making grants for the construction of waste-
water and water treatment facilities and 
groundwater protection infrastructure in ac-
cordance with the terms and conditions speci-
fied for such grants in the Senate report accom-
panying this Act except that, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, of the funds herein 
and hereafter appropriated under this heading 
for such special needs infrastructure grants, the 

Administrator may use up to 3 percent of the 
amount of each project appropriated to admin-
ister the management and oversight of construc-
tion of such projects through contracts, alloca-
tion to the Corps of Engineers, or grants to 
States; and $1,030,782,400 shall be for grants, in-
cluding associated program support costs, to 
States, federally recognized tribes, interstate 
agencies, tribal consortia, and air pollution con-
trol agencies for multi-media or single media 
pollution prevention, control and abatement 
and related activities, including activities pur-
suant to the provisions set forth under this 
heading in Public Law 104–134, and for making 
grants under section 103 of the Clean Air Act for 
particulate matter monitoring and data collec-
tion activities of which and subject to terms and 
conditions specified by the Administrator, 
$25,000,000 shall be for Environmental Informa-
tion Exchange Network grants, including associ-
ated program support costs: Provided, That for 
fiscal year 2002, State authority under section 
302(a) of Public Law 104–182 shall remain in ef-
fect: Provided further, That for fiscal year 2002, 
and notwithstanding section 518(f) of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, 
the Administrator is authorized to use the 
amounts appropriated for any fiscal year under 
section 319 of that Act to make grants to Indian 
tribes pursuant to section 319(h) and 518(e) of 
that Act: Provided further, That for fiscal year 
2002, notwithstanding the limitation on amounts 
in section 518(c) of the Act, up to a total of 11⁄2 
percent of the funds appropriated for State Re-
volving Funds under Title VI of that Act may be 
reserved by the Administrator for grants under 
section 518(c) of such Act: Provided further, 
That no funds provided by this legislation to ad-
dress the water, wastewater and other critical 
infrastructure needs of the colonias in the 
United States along the United States-Mexico 
border shall be made available to a county or 
municipal government unless that government 
has established an enforceable local ordinance, 
or other zoning rule, which prevents in that ju-
risdiction the development or construction of 
any additional colonia areas, or the develop-
ment within an existing colonia the construction 
of any new home, business, or other structure 
which lacks water, wastewater, or other nec-
essary infrastructure. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 
For fiscal year 2002, notwithstanding 31 

U.S.C. 6303(1) and 6305(1), the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, in car-
rying out the Agency’s function to implement 
directly Federal environmental programs re-
quired or authorized by law in the absence of an 
acceptable tribal program, may award coopera-
tive agreements to federally-recognized Indian 
Tribes or Intertribal consortia, if authorized by 
their member Tribes, to assist the Administrator 
in implementing Federal environmental pro-
grams for Indian Tribes required or authorized 
by law, except that no such cooperative agree-
ments may be awarded from funds designated 
for State financial assistance agreements. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY 
For necessary expenses of the Office of 

Science and Technology Policy, in carrying out 
the purposes of the National Science and Tech-
nology Policy, Organization, and Priorities Act 
of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 6601 and 6671), hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles, and services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, not to exceed $2,500 for of-
ficial reception and representation expenses, 
and rental of conference rooms in the District of 
Columbia, $5,267,000. 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND 
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

For necessary expenses to continue functions 
assigned to the Council on Environmental Qual-
ity and Office of Environmental Quality pursu-
ant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, the Environmental Quality Improvement 
Act of 1970, and Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 
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1977, $2,974,000: Provided, That, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, no funds 
other than those appropriated under this head-
ing shall be used for or by the Council on Envi-
ronmental Quality and Office of Environmental 
Quality: Provided further, That notwith-
standing section 202 of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1970, the Council shall con-
sist of one member, appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, serving as chairman and exercising all pow-
ers, functions, and duties of the Council. 

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provisions of 
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, 
$33,660,000, to be derived from the Bank Insur-
ance Fund, the Savings Association Insurance 
Fund, and the FSLIC Resolution Fund. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
DISASTER RELIEF 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For necessary expenses in carrying out the 

Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), 
$359,399,000, and, notwithstanding 42 U.S.C. 
5203, to remain available until expended, of 
which not to exceed $2,900,000 may be trans-
ferred to ‘‘Emergency management planning 
and assistance’’ for the consolidated emergency 
management performance grant program; up to 
$15,000,000 may be obligated for flood map mod-
ernization activities following disaster declara-
tions; and $21,577,000 may be used by the Office 
of Inspector General for audits and investiga-
tions. 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Disaster re-
lief’’, $2,000,000,000, to be available immediately 
upon the enactment of this Act, and to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That the en-
tire amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended: 
Provided further, That the entire amount shall 
be available only to the extent that an official 
budget request for a specific dollar amount, that 
includes designation of the entire amount of the 
request as an emergency requirement as defined 
in the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted 
by the President to the Congress. 

DISASTER ASSISTANCE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

For the cost of direct loans, $405,000 as au-
thorized by section 319 of the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act: 
Provided, That such costs, including the cost of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
as amended: Provided further, That these funds 
are available to subsidize gross obligations for 
the principal amount of direct loans not to ex-
ceed $25,000,000. In addition, for administrative 
expenses to carry out the direct loan program, 
$543,000. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-

vided for, including hire and purchase of motor 
vehicles as authorized by 31 U.S.C. 1343; uni-
forms, or allowances therefor, as authorized by 
5 U.S.C. 5901–5902; services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not to 
exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the max-
imum rate payable for senior level positions 
under 5 U.S.C. 5376; expenses of attendance of 
cooperating officials and individuals at meetings 
concerned with the work of emergency pre-
paredness; transportation in connection with 
the continuity of Government programs to the 
same extent and in the same manner as per-
mitted the Secretary of a Military Department 
under 10 U.S.C. 2632; and not to exceed $2,500 
for official reception and representation ex-
penses, $233,801,000. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

spector General in carrying out the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended, $10,303,000: 
Provided, That notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Inspector General of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency shall also 
serve as the Inspector General of the Chemical 
Safety and Hazard Investigation Board. 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND 
ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, to carry out activities under the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended, 
and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), the Robert 
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), the Earth-
quake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977, as amend-
ed (42 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.), the Federal Fire Pre-
vention and Control Act of 1974, as amended (15 
U.S.C. 2201 et seq.), the Defense Production Act 
of 1950, as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2061 et 
seq.), sections 107 and 303 of the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947, as amended (50 U.S.C. 404–405), 
and Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978, 
$279,623,000: Provided, That for purposes of pre- 
disaster mitigation pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 5131(b) 
and (c) and 42 U.S.C. 5196(e) and (i), $25,000,000 
of the funds made available under this heading 
shall be available until expended for project 
grants. 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Emergency 
management planning and assistance’’, 
$150,000,000 for programs as authorized by sec-
tion 33 of the Federal Fire Prevention and Con-
trol Act of 1974, as amended (15 U.S.C. 2201 et 
seq.). 
RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS FUND 
The aggregate charges assessed during fiscal 

year 2002, as authorized by Public Law 106–377, 
shall not be less than 100 percent of the amounts 
anticipated by FEMA necessary for its radio-
logical emergency preparedness program for the 
next fiscal year. The methodology for assess-
ment and collection of fees shall be fair and eq-
uitable; and shall reflect costs of providing such 
services, including administrative costs of col-
lecting such fees. Fees received pursuant to this 
section shall be deposited in the Fund as offset-
ting collections and will become available for 
authorized purposes on October 1, 2002, and re-
main available until expended. 

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER PROGRAM 
To carry out an emergency food and shelter 

program pursuant to title III of Public Law 100– 
77, as amended, $139,692,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That total adminis-
trative costs shall not exceed 31⁄2 percent of the 
total appropriation. 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FUND 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For activities under the National Flood Insur-

ance Act of 1968 (‘‘the Act’’), the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973, as amended, not to ex-
ceed $28,798,000 for salaries and expenses associ-
ated with flood mitigation and flood insurance 
operations, and not to exceed $76,381,000 for 
flood mitigation, including up to $20,000,000 for 
expenses under section 1366 of the Act, which 
amount shall be available for transfer to the Na-
tional Flood Mitigation Fund until September 
30, 2003. In fiscal year 2002, no funds in excess 
of: (1) $55,000,000 for operating expenses; (2) 
$536,750,000 for agents’ commissions and taxes; 
and (3) $30,000,000 for interest on Treasury bor-
rowings shall be available from the National 
Flood Insurance Fund without prior notice to 
the Committees on Appropriations. 

In addition, up to $7,000,000 in fees collected 
but unexpended during fiscal years 2000 
through 2001 shall be transferred to the Flood 
Map Modernization Fund and available for ex-
penditure in fiscal year 2002. 

Section 1309(a)(2) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 
4016(a)(2)), as amended, is further amended by 

striking ‘‘December 31, 2001’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2002’’. 

Section 1319 of the Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
4026), is amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 
2001’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2002’’. 

Section 1336 of the Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
4056), is amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 
2001’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2002’’. 

The first sentence of section 1376(c) of the Act, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 4127(c)), is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2001’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2002’’. 

NATIONAL FLOOD MITIGATION FUND 
Notwithstanding sections 1366(b)(3)(B)–(C) 

and 1366(f) of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968, as amended, $20,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2003, for activities 
designed to reduce the risk of flood damage to 
structures pursuant to such Act, of which 
$20,000,000 shall be derived from the National 
Flood Insurance Fund. 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
FEDERAL CONSUMER INFORMATION CENTER FUND 
For necessary expenses of the Federal Con-

sumer Information Center, including services 
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $7,276,000, to be de-
posited into the Federal Consumer Information 
Center Fund: Provided, That the appropria-
tions, revenues, and collections deposited into 
the Fund shall be available for necessary ex-
penses of Federal Consumer Information Center 
activities in the aggregate amount of $12,000,000. 
Appropriations, revenues, and collections accru-
ing to this Fund during fiscal year 2002 in ex-
cess of $12,000,000 shall remain in the Fund and 
shall not be available for expenditure except as 
authorized in appropriations Acts. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, in the conduct and support of human 
space flight research and development activities, 
including research, development, operations, 
support and services; maintenance; construction 
of facilities including repair, rehabilitation, re-
vitalization and modification of facilities, con-
struction of new facilities and additions to exist-
ing facilities, facility planning and design, envi-
ronmental compliance and restoration, and ac-
quisition or condemnation of real property, as 
authorized by law; space flight, spacecraft con-
trol and communications activities including op-
erations, production, and services; program 
management; personnel and related costs, in-
cluding uniforms or allowances therefor, as au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901–5902; travel expenses; 
purchase and hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
not to exceed $20,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses; and purchase, lease, 
charter, maintenance and operation of mission 
and administrative aircraft, $6,868,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2003, of 
which amounts as determined by the Adminis-
trator for salaries and benefits; training, travel 
and awards; facility and related costs; informa-
tion technology services; science, engineering, 
fabricating and testing services; and other ad-
ministrative services may be transferred to the 
Science, Aeronautics and Technology account 
in accordance with section 312(b) of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958, as 
amended by Public Law 106–377: Provided, That 
the funding level for Development and Oper-
ation of the International Space Station shall 
not exceed $1,781,300,000 for fiscal year 2002, 
$1,500,400,000 for fiscal year 2003, $1,203,800,000 
for fiscal year 2004, $1,078,300,000 for fiscal year 
2005 and $1,099,600,000 for fiscal year 2006: Pro-
vided further, That the President shall certify, 
and report such certification to the Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations and Commerce, 
Science and Transportation and to the House of 
Representatives Committees on Appropriations 
and Science, that any proposal to exceed these 
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limits, or enhance the International Space Sta-
tion design above the content planned for U.S. 
core complete, is (1) necessary and of the high-
est priority to enhance the goal of world class 
research in space aboard the International 
Space Station; (2) within acceptable risk levels, 
having no major unresolved technical issues and 
a high confidence in cost and schedule esti-
mates, and independently validated; and (3) af-
fordable within the multi-year funding available 
to the International Space Station program as 
defined above or, if exceeds such amounts, these 
additional resources are not achieved through 
any funding reduction to programs contained in 
Space Science, Earth Science and Aeronautics. 

SCIENCE, AERONAUTICS AND TECHNOLOGY 
For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-

vided for, in the conduct and support of science, 
aeronautics and technology research and devel-
opment activities, including research, develop-
ment, operations, support and services; mainte-
nance; construction of facilities including re-
pair, rehabilitation, revitalization, and modi-
fication of facilities, construction of new facili-
ties and additions to existing facilities, facility 
planning and design, environmental compliance 
and restoration, and acquisition or condemna-
tion of real property, as authorized by law; 
space flight, spacecraft control and communica-
tions activities including operations, production, 
and services; program management; personnel 
and related costs, including uniforms or allow-
ances therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901– 
5902; travel expenses; purchase and hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; not to exceed $20,000 for 
official reception and representation expenses; 
and purchase, lease, charter, maintenance and 
operation of mission and administrative aircraft, 
$7,669,700,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

spector General in carrying out the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended, $23,700,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
Notwithstanding the limitation on the avail-

ability of funds appropriated for ‘‘Human space 
flight’’, or ‘‘Science, aeronautics and tech-
nology’’ by this appropriations Act, when any 
activity has been initiated by the incurrence of 
obligations for construction of facilities as au-
thorized by law, such amount available for such 
activity shall remain available until expended. 
This provision does not apply to the amounts 
appropriated for institutional minor revitaliza-
tion and construction of facilities, and institu-
tional facility planning and design. 

Notwithstanding the limitation on the avail-
ability of funds appropriated for ‘‘Human space 
flight’’, or ‘‘Science, aeronautics and tech-
nology’’ by this appropriations Act, the amounts 
appropriated for construction of facilities shall 
remain available until September 30, 2004. 

Notwithstanding the limitation on the avail-
ability of funds appropriated for ‘‘Office of In-
spector General’’, amounts made available by 
this Act for personnel and related costs and 
travel expenses of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration shall remain available 
until September 30, 2002 and may be used to 
enter into contracts for training, investigations, 
costs associated with personnel relocation, and 
for other services, to be provided during the next 
fiscal year. Funds for announced prizes other-
wise authorized shall remain available, without 
fiscal year limitation, until the prize is claimed 
or the offer is withdrawn. 

NATIONAL CREDIT UNION ADMINISTRATION 
CENTRAL LIQUIDITY FACILITY 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
During fiscal year 2002, gross obligations of 

the Central Liquidity Facility for the principal 
amount of new direct loans to member credit 
unions, as authorized by 12 U.S.C. 1795 et seq., 
shall not exceed $1,500,000,000: Provided, That 
administrative expenses of the Central Liquidity 

Facility shall not exceed $309,000: Provided fur-
ther, That $1,000,000 shall be transferred to the 
Community Development Revolving Loan Fund, 
of which $650,000, together with amounts of 
principal and interest on loans repaid, shall be 
available until expended for loans to community 
development credit unions, and $350,000 shall be 
available until expended for technical assistance 
to low-income and community development cred-
it unions. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 
For necessary expenses in carrying out the 

National Science Foundation Act of 1950, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 1861–1875), and the Act to 
establish a National Medal of Science (42 U.S.C. 
1880–1881); services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109; authorized travel; maintenance and oper-
ation of aircraft and purchase of flight services 
for research support; acquisition of aircraft; 
$3,514,481,000, of which not to exceed 
$285,000,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended for Polar research and operations sup-
port, and for reimbursement to other Federal 
agencies for operational and science support 
and logistical and other related activities for the 
United States Antarctic program; the balance to 
remain available until September 30, 2003: Pro-
vided, That receipts for scientific support serv-
ices and materials furnished by the National Re-
search Centers and other National Science 
Foundation supported research facilities may be 
credited to this appropriation: Provided further, 
That to the extent that the amount appropriated 
is less than the total amount authorized to be 
appropriated for included program activities, all 
amounts, including floors and ceilings, specified 
in the authorizing Act for those program activi-
ties or their subactivities shall be reduced pro-
portionally: Provided further, That $75,000,000 
of the funds available under this heading shall 
be made available for a comprehensive research 
initiative on plant genomes for economically sig-
nificant crops. 

MAJOR RESEARCH EQUIPMENT 
For necessary expenses of major construction 

projects pursuant to the National Science Foun-
dation Act of 1950, as amended, including au-
thorized travel, $108,832,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

EDUCATION AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
For necessary expenses in carrying out science 

and engineering education and human resources 
programs and activities pursuant to the Na-
tional Science Foundation Act of 1950, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 1861–1875), including serv-
ices as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, authorized 
travel, and rental of conference rooms in the 
District of Columbia, $872,407,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2003: Provided, 
That to the extent that the amount of this ap-
propriation is less than the total amount au-
thorized to be appropriated for included pro-
gram activities, all amounts, including floors 
and ceilings, specified in the authorizing Act for 
those program activities or their subactivities 
shall be reduced proportionally: Provided fur-
ther, That $15,000,000 shall be available for the 
innovation partnership program. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For salaries and expenses necessary in car-

rying out the National Science Foundation Act 
of 1950, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1861–1875); serv-
ices authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; not to exceed $9,000 for 
official reception and representation expenses; 
uniforms or allowances therefor, as authorized 
by 5 U.S.C. 5901–5902; rental of conference rooms 
in the District of Columbia; reimbursement of 
the General Services Administration for security 
guard services; $170,040,000: Provided, That con-
tracts may be entered into under ‘‘Salaries and 
expenses’’ in fiscal year 2002 for maintenance 
and operation of facilities, and for other serv-
ices, to be provided during the next fiscal year. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

spector General as authorized by the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended, $6,760,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2003. 

NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT CORPORATION 
PAYMENT TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT 

CORPORATION 
For payment to the Neighborhood Reinvest-

ment Corporation for use in neighborhood rein-
vestment activities, as authorized by the Neigh-
borhood Reinvestment Corporation Act (42 
U.S.C. 8101–8107), $100,000,000, of which 
$10,000,000 shall be for a homeownership pro-
gram that is used in conjunction with section 8 
assistance under the United States Housing Act 
of 1937, as amended. 

SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Selective Service 
System, including expenses of attendance at 
meetings and of training for uniformed per-
sonnel assigned to the Selective Service System, 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 4101–4118 for civilian 
employees; and not to exceed $1,000 for official 
reception and representation expenses; 
$25,003,000: Provided, That during the current 
fiscal year, the President may exempt this ap-
propriation from the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 
1341, whenever the President deems such action 
to be necessary in the interest of national de-
fense: Provided further, That none of the funds 
appropriated by this Act may be expended for or 
in connection with the induction of any person 
into the Armed Forces of the United States. 

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. Where appropriations in titles I, II, 

and III of this Act are expendable for travel ex-
penses and no specific limitation has been 
placed thereon, the expenditures for such travel 
expenses may not exceed the amounts set forth 
therefor in the budget estimates submitted for 
the appropriations: Provided, That this provi-
sion does not apply to accounts that do not con-
tain an object classification for travel: Provided 
further, That this section shall not apply to 
travel performed by uncompensated officials of 
local boards and appeal boards of the Selective 
Service System; to travel performed directly in 
connection with care and treatment of medical 
beneficiaries of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs; to travel performed in connection with 
major disasters or emergencies declared or deter-
mined by the President under the provisions of 
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act; to travel performed by the 
Offices of Inspector General in connection with 
audits and investigations; or to payments to 
interagency motor pools where separately set 
forth in the budget schedules: Provided further, 
That if appropriations in titles I, II, and III ex-
ceed the amounts set forth in budget estimates 
initially submitted for such appropriations, the 
expenditures for travel may correspondingly ex-
ceed the amounts therefor set forth in the esti-
mates only to the extent such an increase is ap-
proved by the Committees on Appropriations. 

SEC. 402. Appropriations and funds available 
for the administrative expenses of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development and 
the Selective Service System shall be available in 
the current fiscal year for purchase of uniforms, 
or allowances therefor, as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 5901–5902; hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles; and services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

SEC. 403. Funds of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development subject to the Govern-
ment Corporation Control Act or section 402 of 
the Housing Act of 1950 shall be available, with-
out regard to the limitations on administrative 
expenses, for legal services on a contract or fee 
basis, and for utilizing and making payment for 
services and facilities of the Federal National 
Mortgage Association, Government National 
Mortgage Association, Federal Home Loan 
Mortgage Corporation, Federal Financing 
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Bank, Federal Reserve banks or any member 
thereof, Federal Home Loan banks, and any in-
sured bank within the meaning of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation Act, as amended 
(12 U.S.C. 1811–1831). 

SEC. 404. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for ob-
ligation beyond the current fiscal year unless 
expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 405. No funds appropriated by this Act 
may be expended— 

(1) pursuant to a certification of an officer or 
employee of the United States unless— 

(A) such certification is accompanied by, or is 
part of, a voucher or abstract which describes 
the payee or payees and the items or services for 
which such expenditure is being made; or 

(B) the expenditure of funds pursuant to such 
certification, and without such a voucher or ab-
stract, is specifically authorized by law; and 

(2) unless such expenditure is subject to audit 
by the General Accounting Office or is specifi-
cally exempt by law from such audit. 

SEC. 406. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency may be ex-
pended for the transportation of any officer or 
employee of such department or agency between 
their domicile and their place of employment, 
with the exception of any officer or employee 
authorized such transportation under 31 U.S.C. 
1344 or 5 U.S.C. 7905. 

SEC. 407. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used for payment, through grants or 
contracts, to recipients that do not share in the 
cost of conducting research resulting from pro-
posals not specifically solicited by the Govern-
ment: Provided, That the extent of cost sharing 
by the recipient shall reflect the mutuality of in-
terest of the grantee or contractor and the Gov-
ernment in the research. 

SEC. 408. None of the funds in this Act may be 
used, directly or through grants, to pay or to 
provide reimbursement for payment of the salary 
of a consultant (whether retained by the Fed-
eral Government or a grantee) at more than the 
daily equivalent of the rate paid for level IV of 
the Executive Schedule, unless specifically au-
thorized by law. 

SEC. 409. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be used to pay the expenses of, or oth-
erwise compensate, non-Federal parties inter-
vening in regulatory or adjudicatory pro-
ceedings. Nothing herein affects the authority of 
the Consumer Product Safety Commission pur-
suant to section 7 of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2056 et seq.). 

SEC. 410. Except as otherwise provided under 
existing law, or under an existing Executive 
Order issued pursuant to an existing law, the 
obligation or expenditure of any appropriation 
under this Act for contracts for any consulting 
service shall be limited to contracts which are: 
(1) a matter of public record and available for 
public inspection; and (2) thereafter included in 
a publicly available list of all contracts entered 
into within 24 months prior to the date on which 
the list is made available to the public and of all 
contracts on which performance has not been 
completed by such date. The list required by the 
preceding sentence shall be updated quarterly 
and shall include a narrative description of the 
work to be performed under each such contract. 

SEC. 411. Except as otherwise provided by law, 
no part of any appropriation contained in this 
Act shall be obligated or expended by any exec-
utive agency, as referred to in the Office of Fed-
eral Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et 
seq.), for a contract for services unless such ex-
ecutive agency: (1) has awarded and entered 
into such contract in full compliance with such 
Act and the regulations promulgated there-
under; and (2) requires any report prepared pur-
suant to such contract, including plans, evalua-
tions, studies, analyses and manuals, and any 
report prepared by the agency which is substan-
tially derived from or substantially includes any 
report prepared pursuant to such contract, to 
contain information concerning: (A) the con-

tract pursuant to which the report was pre-
pared; and (B) the contractor who prepared the 
report pursuant to such contract. 

SEC. 412. Except as otherwise provided in sec-
tion 406, none of the funds provided in this Act 
to any department or agency shall be obligated 
or expended to provide a personal cook, chauf-
feur, or other personal servants to any officer or 
employee of such department or agency. 

SEC. 413. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency shall be obli-
gated or expended to procure passenger auto-
mobiles as defined in 15 U.S.C. 2001 with an 
EPA estimated miles per gallon average of less 
than 22 miles per gallon. 

SEC. 414. None of the funds appropriated in 
title I of this Act shall be used to enter into any 
new lease of real property if the estimated an-
nual rental is more than $300,000 unless the Sec-
retary submits a report which the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Congress approve within 
30 days following the date on which the report 
is received. 

SEC. 415. (a) It is the sense of the Congress 
that, to the greatest extent practicable, all 
equipment and products purchased with funds 
made available in this Act should be American- 
made. 

(b) In providing financial assistance to, or en-
tering into any contract with, any entity using 
funds made available in this Act, the head of 
each Federal agency, to the greatest extent 
practicable, shall provide to such entity a notice 
describing the statement made in subsection (a) 
by the Congress. 

SEC. 416. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act may be used to implement any cap on 
reimbursements to grantees for indirect costs, ex-
cept as published in Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A–21. 

SEC. 417. Such sums as may be necessary for 
fiscal year 2002 pay raises for programs funded 
by this Act shall be absorbed within the levels 
appropriated in this Act. 

SEC. 418. None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used for any program, project, 
or activity, when the program, project, or activ-
ity is not in compliance with any Federal law 
relating to risk assessment, the protection of pri-
vate property rights, or unfunded mandates. 

SEC. 419. Corporations and agencies of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
which are subject to the Government Corpora-
tion Control Act, as amended, are hereby au-
thorized to make such expenditures, within the 
limits of funds and borrowing authority avail-
able to each such corporation or agency and in 
accord with law, and to make such contracts 
and commitments without regard to fiscal year 
limitations as provided by section 104 of such 
Act as may be necessary in carrying out the pro-
grams set forth in the budget for 2002 for such 
corporation or agency except as hereinafter pro-
vided: Provided, That collections of these cor-
porations and agencies may be used for new 
loan or mortgage purchase commitments only to 
the extent expressly provided for in this Act (un-
less such loans are in support of other forms of 
assistance provided for in this or prior appro-
priations Acts), except that this proviso shall 
not apply to the mortgage insurance or guar-
anty operations of these corporations, or where 
loans or mortgage purchases are necessary to 
protect the financial interest of the United 
States Government. 

SEC. 420. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the term ‘‘qualified student loan’’ with 
respect to national service education awards 
shall mean any loan determined by an institu-
tion of higher education to be necessary to cover 
a student’s cost of attendance at such institu-
tion and made directly to a student by a state 
agency, in addition to other meanings under 
section 148(b)(7) of the National and Community 
Service Act. 

SEC. 421. Unless otherwise provided for in this 
Act, no part of any appropriation for the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development 

shall be available for any activity in excess of 
amounts set forth in the budget estimates sub-
mitted to Congress. 

SEC. 422. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act shall be 
used to promulgate a final regulation to imple-
ment changes in the payment of pesticide toler-
ance processing fees as proposed at 64 Fed. Reg. 
31040, or any similar proposals. The Environ-
mental Protection Agency may proceed with the 
development of such a rule. 

SEC. 423. Except in the case of entities that are 
funded solely with Federal funds or any natural 
persons that are funded under this Act, none of 
the funds in this Act shall be used for the plan-
ning or execution of any program to pay the ex-
penses of, or otherwise compensate, non-Federal 
parties to lobby or litigate in respect to adju-
dicatory proceedings funded in this Act. A chief 
executive officer of any entity receiving funds 
under this Act shall certify that none of these 
funds have been used to engage in the lobbying 
of the Federal Government or in litigation 
against the United States unless authorized 
under existing law. 

SEC. 424. No part of any funds appropriated 
in this Act shall be used by an agency of the ex-
ecutive branch, other than for normal and rec-
ognized executive-legislative relationships, for 
publicity or propaganda purposes, and for the 
preparation, distribution or use of any kit, pam-
phlet, booklet, publication, radio, television or 
film presentation designed to support or defeat 
legislation pending before the Congress, except 
in presentation to the Congress itself. 

SEC. 425. None of the funds provided in Title 
II for technical assistance, training, or manage-
ment improvements may be obligated or ex-
pended unless HUD provides to the Committees 
on Appropriations a description of each pro-
posed activity and a detailed budget estimate of 
the costs associated with each activity as part of 
the Budget Justifications. For fiscal year 2002, 
HUD shall transmit this information to the 
Committees by January 8, 2002 for 30 days of re-
view. 

SEC. 426. Section 70113(f) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘December 
31, 2001’’, and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2002’’. 

SEC. 427. All Departments and agencies fund-
ed under this Act are encouraged, within the 
limits of the existing statutory authorities and 
funding, to expand their use of ‘‘E-Commerce’’ 
technologies and procedures in the conduct of 
their business practices and public service ac-
tivities. 

SEC. 428. The Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, pursuant to the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, shall immediately put into 
effect a new national primary drinking water 
regulation for arsenic that— 

(1) establishes a standard for arsenic at a level 
providing for the protection of the population in 
general, fully taking into account those at 
greater risk, such as infants, children, pregnant 
women, the elderly and those with a history of 
serious illness; and 

(2) lifts the suspension on the effective date 
for the community right to know requirements 
included in the national primary drinking water 
regulation for arsenic published on January 22, 
2001, in the Federal Register (66 Fed. Reg. 6976). 

SEC. 429. ARSENIC IN PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The Department of Health and Human 
Services has determined that arsenic is a known 
carcinogen, and the Environmental Protection 
Agency has classified chromated copper arse-
nate (CCA), which is 22 percent arsenic, as a 
‘‘restricted use chemical’’. 

(2) CCA is often used as a preservative in 
pressure-treated wood, and CCA-treated wood is 
widely used in constructing playground equip-
ment frequented by children. 

(3) In 2001, many communities in Florida and 
elsewhere have temporarily or permanently 
closed playgrounds in response to elevated levels 
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of arsenic in soil surrounding CCA-treated wood 
playground equipment. 

(4) The State of Florida recently announced 
that its own wood-treatment plant would cease 
using arsenic as a preservative. 

(5) PlayNation Play Systems, which manufac-
tures playground equipment, announced in June 
2001 that it would no longer use CCA as a pre-
servative in its playground products. 

(6) In May 2001, the Environmental Protection 
Agency announced that it would expedite its 
ongoing review of the health risks facing chil-
dren playing near CCA-treated wood play-
ground equipment, and produce its findings in 
June 2001. The EPA later postponed the release 
of its risk assessment until the end of the sum-
mer of 2001, and announced that its risk assess-
ment would be reviewed by a Scientific Advisory 
Panel in October 2001. 

(7) The EPA also plans to expedite its risk as-
sessment regarding the re-registering of arsenic 
as a pesticide by accelerating its release from 
2003 to 2002. 

(8) The Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
which has the authority to ban hazardous and 
dangerous products, announced in June 2001 
that it would consider a petition seeking the 
banning of CCA-treated wood from all play-
ground equipment. 

(9) Many viable alternatives to CCA-treated 
wood exist, including cedar, plastic products, 
aluminum, and treated wood without CCA. 
These products, alone or in combination, can 
fully replace CCA-treated wood in playground 
equipment. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of 
the Senate that the potential health and safety 
risks to children playing on and around CCA- 
treated wood playground equipment is a matter 
of the highest priority, which demands imme-
diate attention from the Congress, the Executive 
Branch, State and local governments, affected 
industries, and parents. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 30 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency, in con-
sultation with the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission, shall submit a report to Congress 
which shall include— 

(1) the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
most up-to-date understanding of the potential 
health and safety risks to children playing on 
and around CCA-treated wood playground 
equipment; 

(2) the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
current recommendations to State and local gov-
ernments about the continued use of CCA-treat-
ed wood playground equipment; and 

(3) an assessment of whether consumers con-
sidering purchases of CCA-treated wood play-
ground equipment are adequately informed con-
cerning the health effects associated with ar-
senic. 

SEC. 430. EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM TO STIMU-
LATE COMPETITIVE RESEARCH. From amounts 
available to the National Science Foundation 
under this Act, a total of $115,000,000 may be 
available to carry out the Experimental Program 
to Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCoR), 
which includes $25,000,000 in co-funding. 

SEC. 431. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 
THE STATE WATER POLLUTION CONTROL RE-
VOLVING FUND. (a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds 
that— 

(1) funds from the drinking water State re-
volving fund established under section 1452 of 
the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300j–12) 
are allocated on the basis of an infrastructure 
needs survey conducted by the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, in ac-
cordance with the Safe Drinking Water Act 
Amendments of 1996 (Public Law 104–182); 

(2) the needs-based allocation of that fund 
was enacted by Congress and is seen as a fair 
and reasonable basis for allocation of funds 
under a revolving fund of this type; 

(3) the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency also conducts a wastewater 

infrastructure needs survey that should serve as 
the basis for allocation of the State water pollu-
tion control revolving fund established under 
title VI of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (33 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.); 

(4) the current allocation formula for the 
State water pollution control revolving fund is 
so inequitable that it results in some States re-
ceiving funding in an amount up to 7 times as 
much as States with approximately similar pop-
ulations, in terms of percentage of need met; 
and 

(5) the Senate has proven unwilling to address 
that inequity in an appropriations bill, citing 
the necessity of addressing new allocation for-
mulas only in authorization bills. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of 
the Senate that the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works of the Senate should be pre-
pared to enact authorizing legislation (including 
an equitable, needs-based formula) for the State 
water pollution control revolving fund as soon 
as practicable after the Senate returns from re-
cess in September. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Departments of 
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 2002’’. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in the pres-
ence of the distinguished Republican 
leader, I want to announce that since 
July 9 the Senate will have been able 
to confirm 168 civilian nominations. 
Today alone, we have been able to do 
58. This week we did 88. This does not 
take into consideration the scores and 
scores of military nominations that 
have been confirmed by the Senate. 

I think this speaks well of some of 
the progress we are making. We appre-
ciate the cooperation of the Republican 
leader in allowing us to move through 
some of this legislation. It has been 
very difficult the last few days, but 
with his help we have been able to ac-
complish a great deal. I am glad it is 
Friday afternoon at 3:40 and we are 
getting ready to close the Senate rath-
er than trying to figure out who we can 
get to preside all night. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, let me say 
again that I appreciate the number of 
nominees that have been confirmed. I 
think that will help our overall rela-
tionship. A lot of these civilian nomi-
nees to head agencies and Assistant 
Secretary positions clearly need to be 
moved through. So I am glad to see it 
is happening. I hope we can continue 
this pattern when we return in Sep-
tember. And I hope we will begin then 
to make steady progress on the con-
firmation of judicial nominees both for 
the circuit courts as well as the dis-
trict courts, and also, as soon as they 
are received, begin to move U.S. attor-
neys and U.S. marshals in districts 
throughout the country. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—H.R. 4 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I under-
stand H.R. 4 is at the desk and I ask for 
its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill for the first 
time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 4) to enhance energy conserva-

tion, research and development and to pro-
vide for security and diversity in the energy 
supply for the American people, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I now ask 
for its second reading and object to my 
own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The bill will remain at the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 

f 

CONGRATULATING UKRAINE ON 
THE 10TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
RESTORATION OF ITS INDEPEND-
ENCE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 114, S. Con. Res. 62. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 62) 

congratulating Ukraine on the 10th anniver-
sary of the restoration of its independence 
and supporting its full integration into the 
Euro-Atlantic community of democracies. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1479 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator 
HELMS has an amendment at the desk. 
I ask unanimous consent for its consid-
eration and that the amendment be 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 1479) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

(Purpose: To make a clerical correction) 

In paragraph (6) of section 1 of the concur-
rent resolution, strike ‘‘Oleksandorv’’ and 
insert ‘‘Oleksandrov’’. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the concurrent resolution, as 
amended, be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating thereto be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 62), as amended, was agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution, with its 

preamble, reads as follows: 
S. CON. RES. 62 

Whereas August 24, 2001, marks the tenth 
anniversary of the restoration of independ-
ence in Ukraine; 

Whereas the United States, having recog-
nized Ukraine as an independent state on De-
cember 25, 1991, and having established diplo-
matic relations with Ukraine on January 2, 
1992, recognizes that fulfillment of the vision 
of a Europe whole, free, and secure requires 
a strong, stable, democratic Ukraine fully 
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integrated in the Euro-Atlantic community 
of democracies; 

Whereas, during the fifth anniversary com-
memorating Ukraine’s independence, the 
United States established a strategic part-
nership with Ukraine to promote the na-
tional security interests of the United States 
in a free, sovereign, and independent Ukrain-
ian state; 

Whereas Ukraine is an important European 
nation, having the second largest territory 
and sixth largest population in Europe; 

Whereas Ukraine is a member of inter-
national organizations such as the Council of 
Europe and the Organization on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), as well as 
international financial institutions such as 
the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the 
World Bank, and the European Bank for Re-
construction and Development (EBRD); 

Whereas in July 1994, Ukraine’s presi-
dential elections marked the first peaceful 
and democratic transfer of executive power 
among the independent states of the former 
Soviet Union; 

Whereas five years ago, on June 28, 1996, 
Ukraine’s parliament voted to adopt a 
Ukrainian Constitution, which upholds the 
values of freedom and democracy, ensures a 
citizen’s right to own private property, and 
outlines the basis for the rule of law in 
Ukraine without regard for race, religion, 
creed, or ethnicity; 

Whereas Ukraine has been a paragon of 
inter-ethnic cooperation and harmony as evi-
denced by the OSCE’s and the United States 
State Department’s annual human rights re-
ports and the international community’s 
commendation for Ukraine’s peaceful han-
dling of the Crimean secession disputes in 
1994; 

Whereas Ukraine, through the efforts of its 
government, has reversed the downward 
trend in its economy, experiencing the first 
real economic growth since its independence 
in fiscal year 2000 and the first quarter of 
2001; 

Whereas Ukraine furthered the privatiza-
tion of its economy through the privatiza-
tion of agricultural land in 2001, when the 
former collective farms were turned over to 
corporations, private individuals, or coopera-
tives, thus creating an environment that 
leads to greater economic independence and 
prosperity; 

Whereas Ukraine has taken major steps to 
stem world nuclear proliferation by ratifying 
the START I Treaty on nuclear disarmament 
and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, subsequently has turned 
over the last of its Soviet-era nuclear war-
heads on June 1, 1996, and in 1998 agreed not 
to assist Iran with the completion of a nu-
clear power plant in Bushehr thought to be 
used for the possible production of weapons 
of mass destruction; 

Whereas Ukraine has found many methods 
to implement military cooperation with its 
European neighbors, as well as peacekeeping 
initiatives worldwide, as exhibited by 
Ukraine’s participation in the KFOR and 
IFOR missions in the former Yugoslavia, and 
offering up its own forces to be part of the 
greater United Nations border patrol mis-
sions in the Middle East and the African con-
tinent; 

Whereas Ukraine became a member of the 
North Atlantic Cooperation Council of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Alliance (NATO), 
signed a NATO-Ukraine Charter at the Ma-
drid Summit in July 1997, and has been a par-
ticipant in the Partnership for Peace (PfP) 
program since 1994 with regular training ma-
neuvers at the Yavoriv military base in 
Ukraine and on Ukraine’s southern-most 
shores of the Black Sea; 

Whereas on June 7, 2001, Ukraine signed a 
charter for the GUUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, 

Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, and Moldova) alli-
ance, in hopes of promoting regional inter-
ests, increasing cooperation, and building 
economic stability; and 

Whereas 15 years ago, the Soviet-induced 
nuclear tragedy of Chornobyl gripped 
Ukrainian lands with insurmountable curies 
of radiation which will affect generations of 
Ukraine’s inhabitants, and thus, now, 
Ukraine promotes safety for its citizens and 
its neighboring countries, as well as concern 
for the preservation of the environment by 
closing the last Chornobyl nuclear reactor 
on December 15, 2000: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That 
SECTION 1. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) as a leader of the democratic nations of 

the world, the United States congratulates 
the people of Ukraine on their tenth anniver-
sary of independence and supports peace, 
prosperity, and democracy in Ukraine; 

(2) Ukraine has made significant progress 
in its political reforms during the first ten 
years of its independence, as is evident by 
the adoption of its Constitution five years 
ago; 

(3) the territorial integrity, sovereignty, 
and independence of Ukraine within its ex-
isting borders is an important factor of peace 
and stability in Europe; 

(4) the President, the Prime Minister, and 
Parliament of Ukraine should continue to 
enact political reforms necessary to ensure 
that the executive, legislative, and judicial 
branches of the Government of Ukraine 
transparently represent the interests of the 
Ukrainian people; 

(5) the Government and President of 
Ukraine should promote fundamental demo-
cratic principles of freedom of speech, assem-
bly, and a free press; 

(6) the Government and President of 
Ukraine should actively pursue in an open 
and transparent fashion investigations into 
violence committed against journalists, in-
cluding the murders of Heorhiy Gongadze 
and Ihor Oleksandrov; 

(7) the Government of Ukraine (including 
the President and Parliament of Ukraine) 
should uphold international standards and 
procedures of free and fair elections in prepa-
ration for its upcoming parliamentary elec-
tions in March 2002; 

(8) the Government of Ukraine (including 
the President and Parliament of Ukraine) 
should continue to accelerate its efforts to 
transform its economy into one founded 
upon free market principles and governed by 
the rule of law; 

(9) the United States supports all efforts to 
promote a civil society in Ukraine that fea-
tures a vibrant community of nongovern-
mental organizations (NGOs) and an active, 
independent, and free press; 

(10) the Government of Ukraine (including 
the President and Parliament of Ukraine) 
should follow a westward-leaning foreign 
policy whose priority is the integration of 
Ukraine into Euro-Atlantic structures; 

(11) the President of the United States 
should continue to consider the interests and 
security of Ukraine in reviewing or revising 
any European military and security arrange-
ments, understandings, or treaties; and 

(12) the President of the United States 
should continue to support and encourage 
Ukraine’s role in NATO’s Partnership for 
Peace program and the deepening of 
Ukraine’s relationship with NATO. 
SEC. 2. TRANSMITTAL OF THE RESOLUTION. 

The Secretary of the Senate shall transmit 
a copy of this resolution to the President of 
the United States with the further request 
that the President transmit such copy to the 
Government of Ukraine. 

THURGOOD MARSHALL UNITED 
STATES COURTHOUSE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 110, S. 584. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 584) to designate the United 

States courthouse located at 40 Centre 
Street in New York, New York, as the 
‘‘Thurgood Marshall United States Court-
house.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be read a 
third time, passed, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table, and 
that any statements relating thereto 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (S. 584) was read the third 
time and passed, as follows: 

S. 584 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF THURGOOD MAR-

SHALL UNITED STATES COURT-
HOUSE. 

The United States courthouse located at 40 
Centre Street in New York, New York, shall 
be known and designated as the ‘‘Thurgood 
Marshall United States Courthouse’’. 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the United States court-
house referred to in section 1 shall be deemed 
to be a reference to the Thurgood Marshall 
United States Courthouse. 

f 

EDWARD N. CAHN FEDERAL 
BUILDING AND UNITED STATES 
COURTHOUSE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Environment 
and Public Works Committee be dis-
charged from the consideration of H.R. 
558 and the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 558) to designate the Federal 

building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 504 West Hamilton Street in Allen-
town, Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Edward N. Cahn 
Federal Building and United States Court-
house.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be read a 
third time and passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, and 
that any statements relating to the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 558) was read the third 
time and passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Nevada. 
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THURGOOD MARSHALL UNITED 

STATES COURTHOUSE 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of H.R. 
988 just received from the House. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 988) to designate the United 

States courthouse located at 40 Centre 
Street in New York, New York, as the 
‘‘Thurgood Marshall United States Court-
house.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be read 
three times, passed, and the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, with 
no intervening action or debate, and 
that any statements relating thereto 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 988) was read the third 
time and passed. 

f 

THE CALENDAR 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed, 
en bloc, to the consideration of the fol-
lowing calendar items: Calendar No. 57, 
S. 238; Calendar No. 59, S. 329; Calendar 
No. 60, S. 491; Calendar No. 61, S. 498; 
Calendar No. 62, S. 506; Calendar No. 64, 
S. 509; Calendar No. 99, H.R. 427; and 
Calendar No. 100, H.R. 271. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bills. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that any committee 
amendments, where applicable, be 
agreed to, the bills, as amended, where 
applicable, be read three times, passed, 
and the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table en bloc, that any title 
amendments, where applicable, be 
agreed to, and that any statements re-
lating to these matters be printed in 
the RECORD, with no intervening action 
or debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the several requests? 

Hearing no objection, the requests 
are granted. 

f 

BURNT, MALHEUR, OWYHEE, AND 
POWDER RIVER BASIN WATER 
OPTIMIZATION FEASIBILITY 
STUDY ACT OF 2001 

The bill (S. 238) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to conduct feasi-
bility studies on water optimization in 
the Burnt River basin, Malheur River 
basin, Owyhee River basin, and Powder 
River basin, Oregon, was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and 
passed; as follows: 

S. 238 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Burnt, 
Malheur, Owyhee, and Powder River Basin 

Water Optimization Feasibility Study Act of 
2001’’. 
SEC. 2. STUDY. 

The Secretary of the Interior may conduct 
feasibility studies on water optimization in 
the Burnt River basin, Malheur River basin, 
Owyhee River basin, and Powder River basin, 
Oregon. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Act. 

f 

PEOPLING OF AMERICA THEME 
STUDY ACT 

The bill (S. 329) to require the Sec-
retary of the Interior to conduct a 
theme study on the peopling of Amer-
ica, and for other purposes, was consid-
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed; as follows: 

S. 329 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Peopling of 
America Theme Study Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) an important facet of the history of the 

United States is the story of how the United 
States was populated; 

(2) the migration, immigration, and settle-
ment of the population of the United 
States— 

(A) is broadly termed the ‘‘peopling of 
America’’; and 

(B) is characterized by— 
(i) the movement of groups of people across 

external and internal boundaries of the 
United States and territories of the United 
States; and 

(ii) the interactions of those groups with 
each other and with other populations; 

(3) each of those groups has made unique, 
important contributions to American his-
tory, culture, art, and life; 

(4) the spiritual, intellectual, cultural, po-
litical, and economic vitality of the United 
States is a result of the pluralism and diver-
sity of the American population; 

(5) the success of the United States in em-
bracing and accommodating diversity has 
strengthened the national fabric and unified 
the United States in its values, institutions, 
experiences, goals, and accomplishments; 

(6)(A) the National Park Service’s official 
thematic framework, revised in 1996, re-
sponds to the requirement of section 1209 of 
the Civil War Sites Study Act of 1990 (16 
U.S.C. 1a–5 note; title XII of Public Law 101– 
628), that ‘‘the Secretary shall ensure that 
the full diversity of American history and 
prehistory are represented’’ in the identifica-
tion and interpretation of historic properties 
by the National Park Service; and 

(B) the thematic framework recognizes 
that ‘‘people are the primary agents of 
change’’ and establishes the theme of human 
population movement and change—or ‘‘peo-
pling places’’—as a primary thematic cat-
egory for interpretation and preservation; 
and 

(7) although there are approximately 70,000 
listings on the National Register of Historic 
Places, sites associated with the exploration 
and settlement of the United States by a 
broad range of cultures are not well rep-
resented. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to foster a much-needed understanding 
of the diversity and contribution of the 

breadth of groups who have peopled the 
United States; and 

(2) to strengthen the ability of the Na-
tional Park Service to include groups and 
events otherwise not recognized in the peo-
pling of the United States. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 

means the Secretary of the Interior. 
(2) THEME STUDY.—The term ‘‘theme 

study’’ means the national historic land-
mark theme study required under section 4. 

(3) PEOPLING OF AMERICA.—The term ‘‘peo-
pling of America’’ means the migration, im-
migration, and settlement of the population 
of the United States. 
SEC. 4. NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARK THEME 

STUDY ON THE PEOPLING OF AMER-
ICA. 

(a) THEME STUDY REQUIRED.—The Sec-
retary shall prepare and submit to Congress 
a national historic landmark theme study on 
the peopling of America. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the theme 
study shall be to identify regions, areas, 
trails, districts, communities, sites, build-
ings, structures, objects, organizations, soci-
eties, and cultures that— 

(1) best illustrate and commemorate key 
events or decisions affecting the peopling of 
America; and 

(2) can provide a basis for the preservation 
and interpretation of the peopling of Amer-
ica that has shaped the culture and society 
of the United States. 

(c) IDENTIFICATION AND DESIGNATION OF PO-
TENTIAL NEW NATIONAL HISTORIC LAND-
MARKS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The theme study shall 
identify and recommend for designation new 
national historic landmarks. 

(2) LIST OF APPROPRIATE SITES.—The theme 
study shall— 

(A) include a list, in order of importance or 
merit, of the most appropriate sites for na-
tional historic landmark designation; and 

(B) encourage the nomination of other 
properties to the National Register of His-
toric Places. 

(3) DESIGNATION.—On the basis of the 
theme study, the Secretary shall designate 
new national historic landmarks. 

(d) NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM.— 
(1) IDENTIFICATION OF SITES WITHIN CURRENT 

UNITS.—The theme study shall identify ap-
propriate sites within units of the National 
Park System at which the peopling of Amer-
ica may be interpreted. 

(2) IDENTIFICATION OF NEW SITES.—On the 
basis of the theme study, the Secretary shall 
recommend to Congress sites for which stud-
ies for potential inclusion in the National 
Park System should be authorized. 

(e) CONTINUING AUTHORITY.—After the date 
of submission to Congress of the theme 
study, the Secretary shall, on a continuing 
basis, as appropriate to interpret the peo-
pling of America— 

(1) evaluate, identify, and designate new 
national historic landmarks; and 

(2) evaluate, identify, and recommend to 
Congress sites for which studies for potential 
inclusion in the National Park System 
should be authorized. 

(f) PUBLIC EDUCATION AND RESEARCH.— 
(1) LINKAGES.— 
(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—On the basis of the 

theme study, the Secretary may identify ap-
propriate means for establishing linkages— 

(i) between— 
(I) regions, areas, trails, districts, commu-

nities, sites, buildings, structures, objects, 
organizations, societies, and cultures identi-
fied under subsections (b) and (d); and 

(II) groups of people; and 
(ii) between— 
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(I) regions, areas, trails, districts, commu-

nities, sites, buildings, structures, objects, 
organizations, societies, and cultures identi-
fied under subsection (b); and 

(II) units of the National Park System 
identified under subsection (d). 

(B) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the linkages 
shall be to maximize opportunities for public 
education and scholarly research on the peo-
pling of America. 

(2) COOPERATIVE ARRANGEMENTS.—On the 
basis of the theme study, the Secretary 
shall, subject to the availability of funds, 
enter into cooperative arrangements with 
State and local governments, educational in-
stitutions, local historical organizations, 
communities, and other appropriate entities 
to preserve and interpret key sites in the 
peopling of America. 

(3) EDUCATIONAL INITIATIVES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The documentation in 

the theme study shall be used for broad edu-
cational initiatives such as— 

(i) popular publications; 
(ii) curriculum material such as the Teach-

ing with Historic Places program; 
(iii) heritage tourism products such as the 

National Register of Historic Places Travel 
Itineraries program; and 

(iv) oral history and ethnographic pro-
grams. 

(B) COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS.—On the basis 
of the theme study, the Secretary shall im-
plement cooperative programs to encourage 
the preservation and interpretation of the 
peopling of America. 
SEC. 5. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS. 

The Secretary may enter into cooperative 
agreements with educational institutions, 
professional associations, or other entities 
knowledgeable about the peopling of Amer-
ica— 

(1) to prepare the theme study; 
(2) to ensure that the theme study is pre-

pared in accordance with generally accepted 
scholarly standards; and 

(3) to promote cooperative arrangements 
and programs relating to the peopling of 
America. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Act. 

f 

DENVER WATER REUSE PROJECT 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 491) to amend the Reclamation 
Wastewater and Groundwater Study 
and Facilities Act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to participate in 
the design, planning, and construction 
of the Denver Water Reuse project, 
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources with an amendment to strike 
all after the enacting clause and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following: 
SECTION 1. DENVER WATER REUSE PROJECT. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary of the In-
terior, in cooperation with the appropriate State 
and local authorities, may participate in the de-
sign, planning, and construction of the Denver 
Water Reuse Project (hereinafter referred to as 
the ‘‘Project’’) to reclaim and reuse water in the 
service area of the Denver Water Department of 
the city and county of Denver, Colorado. 

(b) COST SHARE.—The Federal share of the 
cost of the Project shall not exceed 25 percent of 
the total cost. 

(c) LIMITATION.—Funds provided by the Sec-
retary shall not be used for the operation or 
maintenance of the Project. 

(d) FUNDING.—Funds appropriated pursuant 
to section 1631 of the Reclamation Wastewater 

and Groundwater Study and Facilities Act (43 
U.S.C. 390h–13) may be used for the Project. 
SEC. 2. RECLAMATION WASTEWATER AND 

GROUNDWATER STUDY AND FACILI-
TIES ACT. 

Design, planning, and construction of the 
Project authorized by this Act shall be in ac-
cordance with, and subject to the limitations 
contained in, the Reclamation Wastewater and 
Groundwater Study and Facilities Act (106 Stat. 
4663–4669, 43 U.S.C. 390h et seq.), as amended. 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior, pur-
suant to the provisions of the Reclamation 
Wastewater and Groundwater to participate 
in the design, planning, and construction of 
the Denver Water Reuse project.’’. 

The committee amendment, in the 
nature of a substitute, was agreed to. 

The title amendment was agreed to. 
The bill (S. 491) as amended, was read 

the third time and passed. 
f 

NATIONAL DISCOVERY TRAILS 
ACT OF 2001 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 498) entitled ‘‘National Dis-
covery Trails Act of 2001,’’ which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources with 
amendments, as follows: 

(The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill intended to 
be inserted are shown in italic) 

S. 498 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National 
Discovery Trails Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. NATIONAL TRAILS SYSTEM ACT AMEND-

MENTS. 
(a)(1) Section 3(a) of the National Trails 

System Act (16 U.S.C. 1242(a)) is amended by 
inserting after paragraph (4) the following: 

‘‘(5) National discovery trails, established 
as provided in section 5, which will be ex-
tended, continuous, interstate trails so lo-
cated as to provide for outstanding outdoor 
recreation and travel and to connect rep-
resentative examples of America’s trails and 
communities. National discovery trails 
should provide for the conservation and en-
joyment of significant natural, cultural, and 
historic resources associated with each trail 
and should be so located as to represent met-
ropolitan, urban, rural, and back country re-
gions of the Nation. Any such trail may be 
designated on federal lands and, with the 
consent of the owner thereof, on any non fed-
eral lands.’’. 

(2) FEASIBILITY REQUIREMENTS; COOPERA-
TIVE MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENT.—Section 
5(b) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 1244) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(12) For purposes of subsection (b), a trail 
shall not be considered feasible and desirable 
for designation as a national discovery trail 
unless it meets all of the following criteria: 

‘‘(A) The trail must link one or more areas 
within the boundaries of a metropolitan area 
(as those boundaries are determined under 
section 134(c) of title 23, United States Code). 
It should also join with other trails, con-
necting the National Trails System to sig-
nificant recreation and resources areas. 

‘‘(B) The trail must be supported by at 
least one competent trailwide volunteer- 
based organization. Each trail should have 
extensive local and trailwide support by the 

public, by user groups, and by affected State 
and local governments. 

‘‘(C) The trail must be extended and pass 
through more than one State. At a min-
imum, it should be a continuous, walkable 
route. 

‘‘(13) The appropriate Secretary for each 
national discovery trail shall administer the 
trail in cooperation with at least one com-
petent trailwide volunteer-based organiza-
tion. Where the designation of discovery 
trail is aligned with other units of the Na-
tional Trails System, or State or local trails, 
the designation of a discovery trail shall not 
affect the protections or authorities provided 
for the other trail or trails, nor shall the des-
ignation of a discovery trail diminish the 
values and significance for which those trails 
were established.’’. 

(b) DESIGNATION OF THE AMERICAN DIS-
COVERY TRAIL AS A NATIONAL DISCOVERY 
TRAIL.—Section 5(a) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 
1244(a)) is amended— 

ø(1) by re-designating the paragraph relat-
ing to the California National Historic Trail 
as paragraph (18); 

ø(2) by re-designating the paragraph relat-
ing to the Pony Express National Historic 
Trail as paragraph (19); 

øby re-designating the paragraph relating 
to the Selma to Montgomery National His-
toric Trail as paragraph (20); and 

ø(4) by adding at the end the following:¿ 

(1) by redesignating the second paragraph (21) 
(relating to the Ala Kahakai National Historic 
Trail) as paragraph (22); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘ø(21)¿ (23) The American Discovery Trail, 

a trail of approximately 6,000 miles extend-
ing from Cape Henlopen State Park in Dela-
ware to Point Reyes National Seashore in 
California, extending westward through 
Delaware, Maryland, the District of Colum-
bia, West Virginia, Ohio, and Kentucky, 
where near Cincinnati it splits into two 
routes. The Northern Midwest route tra-
verses Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Iowa, Ne-
braska, and Colorado, and the Southern Mid-
west route traverses Indiana, Illinois, Mis-
souri, Kansas, and Colorado. After the two 
routes rejoin in Denver, Colorado, the route 
continues through Colorado, Utah, Nevada, 
and California. The trail is generally de-
scribed in Volume 2 of the National Park 
Service feasibility study dated June 1995 
which shall be on file and available for pub-
lic inspection in the office of the Director of 
the National Park Service, Department of 
the Interior, the District of Columbia. The 
American Discovery Trail shall be adminis-
tered by the Secretary of the Interior in co-
operation with at least one competent 
trailwide volunteer-based organization and 
other affected federal land managing agen-
cies, and state and local governments, as ap-
propriate. No lands or interests outside the 
exterior boundaries of federally administered 
areas may be acquired by the Federal Gov-
ernment solely for the American Discovery 
Trail. The provisions of sections 7(e), 7(f), 
and 7(g) shall not apply to the American Dis-
covery Trail.’’. 

(c) COMPREHENSIVE NATIONAL DISCOVERY 
TRAIL PLAN.—Section 5 of such Act (16 U.S.C. 
1244) is further amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(g) Within three complete fiscal years 
after the date of enactment of any law desig-
nating a national discovery trail, the appro-
priate Secretary shall submit a comprehen-
sive plan for the protection, management, 
development, and use of the trail, to the 
Committee on Resources of the United 
States House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
of the United States Senate. The responsible 
Secretary shall ensure that the comprehen-
sive plan for the entire trail does not conflict 
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with existing agency direction and shall con-
sult with the affected land managing agen-
cies, the Governors of the affected States, af-
fected county and local political jurisdic-
tions, and local organizations maintaining 
components of the trail. Components of the 
comprehensive plan include— 

‘‘(1) policies and practices to be observed in 
the administration and management of the 
trail, including the identification of all sig-
nificant natural, historical, and cultural re-
sources to be preserved, model agreements 
necessary for joint trail administration 
among and between interested parties, and 
an identified carrying capacity for critical 
segments of the trail and a plan for their im-
plementation where appropriate; 

‘‘(2) general and site-specific trail-related 
development including costs; and 

‘‘(3) the process to be followed by the vol-
unteer-based organization, in cooperation 
with the appropriate Secretary, to imple-
ment the trail marking authorities in sec-
tion 7(c) conforming to approved trail logo or 
emblem requirements. Nothing in this Act 
may be construed to impose or permit the 
imposition of any landowner on the use of 
any non-federal lands without the consent of 
the owner thereof. Neither the designation of 
a National Discovery Trail nor any plan re-
lating thereto shall affect or be considered in 
the granting or denial of a right of way or 
any conditions relating thereto.’’. 
SEC. 3. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

The National Trails System Act is amend-
ed— 

(1) in section 2(b) (16 U.S.C. 1241(b)), by 
striking ‘‘scenic and historic’’ and inserting 
‘‘scenic, historic, and discovery’’; 

(2) in the section heading to section 5 (16 
U.S.C. 1244), by striking ‘‘AND NATIONAL 
HISTORIC’’ and inserting ‘‘, NATIONAL HIS-
TORIC, AND NATIONAL DISCOVERY’’; 

(3) in section 5(a) (16 U.S.C. 1244(a)), in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and national historic’’ and 
inserting ‘‘, national historic, and national 
discovery’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and National Historic’’ 
and inserting ‘‘, National Historic, and Na-
tional Discovery’’; 

(4) in section 5(b) (16 U.S.C. 1244(b)), in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking 
‘‘or national historic’’ and inserting ‘‘, na-
tional historic, or national discovery’’; 

(5) in section 5(b)(3) (16 U.S.C. 1244(b)(3)), 
by striking ‘‘or national historic’’ and in-
serting ‘‘, national historic, or national dis-
covery’’; 

(6) in section 7(a)(2) (16 U.S.C. 1246(a)(2)), 
by striking ‘‘and national historic’’ and in-
serting ‘‘, national historic, and national dis-
covery’’; 

(7) in section 7(b) (16 U.S.C. 1246(b)), by 
striking ‘‘or national historic’’ each place 
such term appears and inserting ‘‘, national 
historic, or national discovery’’; 

(8) in section 7(c) (16 U.S.C. 1246(c))— 
(A) by striking ‘‘scenic or national his-

toric’’ each place it appears and inserting 
‘‘scenic, national historic, or national dis-
covery’’; 

(B) in the second proviso, by striking ‘‘sce-
nic, or national historic’’ and inserting ‘‘sce-
nic, national historic, or national dis-
covery’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘, and national historic’’ 
and inserting ‘‘, national historic, and na-
tional discovery’’; 

(9) in section 7(d) (16 U.S.C. 1246(d)), by 
striking ‘‘or national historic’’ and inserting 
‘‘national historic, or national discovery’’; 

(10) in section 7(e) (16 U.S.C. 1246(e)), by 
striking ‘‘or national historic’’ each place 
such term appears and inserting ‘‘, national 
historic, or national discovery’’; 

(11) in section 7(f)(2) (16 U.S.C. 1246(f)(2)), 
by striking ‘‘National Scenic or Historic’’ 

and inserting ‘‘national scenic, historic, or 
discovery trail’’; 

(12) in section 7(h)(1) (16 U.S.C. 1246(h)(1)), 
by striking ‘‘or national historic’’ and in-
serting ‘‘national historic, or national dis-
covery’’; and 

(13) in section 7(i) (16 U.S.C. 1246(i)), by 
striking ‘‘or national historic’’ and inserting 
‘‘national historic, or national discovery’’. 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill to 
amend the National Trails System Act to in-
clude national discovery trails, and to des-
ignate the American Discovery Trail, and for 
other purposes.’’. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The title amendment was agreed to. 
The bill (S. 498), as amended, was 

read the third time and passed, as fol-
lows: 

S. 498 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National 
Discovery Trails Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. NATIONAL TRAILS SYSTEM ACT AMEND-

MENTS. 
(a)(1) Section 3(a) of the National Trails 

System Act (16 U.S.C. 1242(a)) is amended by 
inserting after paragraph (4) the following: 

‘‘(5) National discovery trails, established 
as provided in section 5, which will be ex-
tended, continuous, interstate trails so lo-
cated as to provide for outstanding outdoor 
recreation and travel and to connect rep-
resentative examples of America’s trails and 
communities. National discovery trails 
should provide for the conservation and en-
joyment of significant natural, cultural, and 
historic resources associated with each trail 
and should be so located as to represent met-
ropolitan, urban, rural, and back country re-
gions of the Nation. Any such trail may be 
designated on federal lands and, with the 
consent of the owner thereof, on any non fed-
eral lands.’’. 

(2) FEASIBILITY REQUIREMENTS; COOPERA-
TIVE MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENT.—Section 
5(b) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 1244) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(12) For purposes of subsection (b), a trail 
shall not be considered feasible and desirable 
for designation as a national discovery trail 
unless it meets all of the following criteria: 

‘‘(A) The trail must link one or more areas 
within the boundaries of a metropolitan area 
(as those boundaries are determined under 
section 134(c) of title 23, United States Code). 
It should also join with other trails, con-
necting the National Trails System to sig-
nificant recreation and resources areas. 

‘‘(B) The trail must be supported by at 
least one competent trailwide volunteer- 
based organization. Each trail should have 
extensive local and trailwide support by the 
public, by user groups, and by affected State 
and local governments. 

‘‘(C) The trail must be extended and pass 
through more than one State. At a min-
imum, it should be a continuous, walkable 
route. 

‘‘(13) The appropriate Secretary for each 
national discovery trail shall administer the 
trail in cooperation with at least one com-
petent trailwide volunteer-based organiza-
tion. Where the designation of discovery 
trail is aligned with other units of the Na-
tional Trails System, or State or local trails, 
the designation of a discovery trail shall not 
affect the protections or authorities provided 
for the other trail or trails, nor shall the des-
ignation of a discovery trail diminish the 
values and significance for which those trails 
were established.’’. 

(b) DESIGNATION OF THE AMERICAN DIS-
COVERY TRAIL AS A NATIONAL DISCOVERY 
TRAIL.—Section 5(a) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 
1244(a)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating the second paragraph 
(21) (relating to the Ala Kahakai National 
Historic Trail) as paragraph (22); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(23) The American Discovery Trail, a trail 

of approximately 6,000 miles extending from 
Cape Henlopen State Park in Delaware to 
Point Reyes National Seashore in California, 
extending westward through Delaware, 
Maryland, the District of Columbia, West 
Virginia, Ohio, and Kentucky, where near 
Cincinnati it splits into two routes. The 
Northern Midwest route traverses Ohio, Indi-
ana, Illinois, Iowa, Nebraska, and Colorado, 
and the Southern Midwest route traverses 
Indiana, Illinois, Missouri, Kansas, and Colo-
rado. After the two routes rejoin in Denver, 
Colorado, the route continues through Colo-
rado, Utah, Nevada, and California. The trail 
is generally described in Volume 2 of the Na-
tional Park Service feasibility study dated 
June 1995 which shall be on file and available 
for public inspection in the office of the Di-
rector of the National Park Service, Depart-
ment of the Interior, the District of Colum-
bia. The American Discovery Trail shall be 
administered by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior in cooperation with at least one com-
petent trailwide volunteer-based organiza-
tion and other affected federal land man-
aging agencies, and state and local govern-
ments, as appropriate. No lands or interests 
outside the exterior boundaries of federally 
administered areas may be acquired by the 
Federal Government solely for the American 
Discovery Trail. The provisions of sections 
7(e), 7(f), and 7(g) shall not apply to the 
American Discovery Trail.’’. 

(c) COMPREHENSIVE NATIONAL DISCOVERY 
TRAIL PLAN.—Section 5 of such Act (16 U.S.C. 
1244) is further amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(g) Within three complete fiscal years 
after the date of enactment of any law desig-
nating a national discovery trail, the appro-
priate Secretary shall submit a comprehen-
sive plan for the protection, management, 
development, and use of the trail, to the 
Committee on Resources of the United 
States House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
of the United States Senate. The responsible 
Secretary shall ensure that the comprehen-
sive plan for the entire trail does not conflict 
with existing agency direction and shall con-
sult with the affected land managing agen-
cies, the Governors of the affected States, af-
fected county and local political jurisdic-
tions, and local organizations maintaining 
components of the trail. Components of the 
comprehensive plan include— 

‘‘(1) policies and practices to be observed in 
the administration and management of the 
trail, including the identification of all sig-
nificant natural, historical, and cultural re-
sources to be preserved, model agreements 
necessary for joint trail administration 
among and between interested parties, and 
an identified carrying capacity for critical 
segments of the trail and a plan for their im-
plementation where appropriate; 

‘‘(2) general and site-specific trail-related 
development including costs; and 

‘‘(3) the process to be followed by the vol-
unteer-based organization, in cooperation 
with the appropriate Secretary, to imple-
ment the trail marking authorities in sec-
tion 7(c) conforming to approved trail logo or 
emblem requirements. Nothing in this Act 
may be construed to impose or permit the 
imposition of any landowner on the use of 
any non-federal lands without the consent of 
the owner thereof. Neither the designation of 
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a National Discovery Trail nor any plan re-
lating thereto shall affect or be considered in 
the granting or denial of a right of way or 
any conditions relating thereto.’’. 
SEC. 3. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

The National Trails System Act is amend-
ed— 

(1) in section 2(b) (16 U.S.C. 1241(b)), by 
striking ‘‘scenic and historic’’ and inserting 
‘‘scenic, historic, and discovery’’; 

(2) in the section heading to section 5 (16 
U.S.C. 1244), by striking ‘‘AND NATIONAL 
HISTORIC’’ and inserting ‘‘, NATIONAL HIS-
TORIC, AND NATIONAL DISCOVERY’’; 

(3) in section 5(a) (16 U.S.C. 1244(a)), in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and national historic’’ and 
inserting ‘‘, national historic, and national 
discovery’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and National Historic’’ 
and inserting ‘‘, National Historic, and Na-
tional Discovery’’; 

(4) in section 5(b) (16 U.S.C. 1244(b)), in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1), by striking 
‘‘or national historic’’ and inserting ‘‘, na-
tional historic, or national discovery’’; 

(5) in section 5(b)(3) (16 U.S.C. 1244(b)(3)), 
by striking ‘‘or national historic’’ and in-
serting ‘‘, national historic, or national dis-
covery’’; 

(6) in section 7(a)(2) (16 U.S.C. 1246(a)(2)), 
by striking ‘‘and national historic’’ and in-
serting ‘‘, national historic, and national dis-
covery’’; 

(7) in section 7(b) (16 U.S.C. 1246(b)), by 
striking ‘‘or national historic’’ each place 
such term appears and inserting ‘‘, national 
historic, or national discovery’’; 

(8) in section 7(c) (16 U.S.C. 1246(c))— 
(A) by striking ‘‘scenic or national his-

toric’’ each place it appears and inserting 
‘‘scenic, national historic, or national dis-
covery’’; 

(B) in the second proviso, by striking ‘‘sce-
nic, or national historic’’ and inserting ‘‘sce-
nic, national historic, or national dis-
covery’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘, and national historic’’ 
and inserting ‘‘, national historic, and na-
tional discovery’’; 

(9) in section 7(d) (16 U.S.C. 1246(d)), by 
striking ‘‘or national historic’’ and inserting 
‘‘national historic, or national discovery’’; 

(10) in section 7(e) (16 U.S.C. 1246(e)), by 
striking ‘‘or national historic’’ each place 
such term appears and inserting ‘‘, national 
historic, or national discovery’’; 

(11) in section 7(f)(2) (16 U.S.C. 1246(f)(2)), 
by striking ‘‘National Scenic or Historic’’ 
and inserting ‘‘national scenic, historic, or 
discovery trail’’; 

(12) in section 7(h)(1) (16 U.S.C. 1246(h)(1)), 
by striking ‘‘or national historic’’ and in-
serting ‘‘national historic, or national dis-
covery’’; and 

(13) in section 7(i) (16 U.S.C. 1246(i)), by 
striking ‘‘or national historic’’ and inserting 
‘‘national historic, or national discovery’’. 

f 

HUNA TOTEM CORPORATION LAND 
EXCHANGE ACT 

The bill (S. 506) to amend the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act, to pro-
vide for a land exchange between the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Huna 
Totem Corporation, and for other pur-
poses, was considered, ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed; as follows: 

S. 506 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Huna Totem 

Corporation Land Exchange Act’’. 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT OF SETTLEMENT ACT. 

The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
(Public Law 92–203, December 18, 1971, 85 
Stat. 688, 43 U.S.C. 1601, et seq.), as amended, 
is further amended by adding a new section 
to read: 
‘‘SEC. ll. HUNA TOTEM CORPORATION LAND EX-

CHANGE. 
‘‘(a) GENERAL.—In exchange for lands and 

interests therein described in subsection (b), 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall, subject to 
valid existing rights, convey to the Huna 
Totem Corporation the surface estate and to 
Sealaska Corporation the subsurface estate 
of the Federal lands identified by Huna 
Totem Corporation pursuant to subsection 
(c). The values of the lands and interests 
therein exchanged pursuant to this section 
shall be equal. 

‘‘(b) The surface estate to be conveyed by 
Huna Totem Corporation and the subsurface 
estate to be conveyed by Sealaska Corpora-
tion to the Secretary of Agriculture are the 
municipal watershed lands as shown on the 
map dated September 1, 1997, and labeled at-
tachment A, and are further described as fol-
lows: 

‘‘MUNICIPAL WATERSHED AND GREEN-
BELT BUFFER 
‘‘T43S, R61E, C.R.M. 

‘‘Portion of Section Approximate Acres 
16 ..................................................... 2
21 ..................................................... 610
22 ..................................................... 227
23 ..................................................... 35
26 ..................................................... 447
27 ..................................................... 400
33 ..................................................... 202
34 ..................................................... 76
Approximate total .......................... 1,999. 

‘‘(c) Within ninety (90) days of the receipt 
by the United States of the conveyances of 
the surface estate and subsurface estate de-
scribed in subsection (b), Huna Totem Cor-
poration shall be entitled to identify lands 
readily accessible to the Village of Hoonah 
and, where possible, located on the road sys-
tem to the Village of Hoonah, as depicted on 
the map dated September 1, 1997, and labeled 
Attachment B. Huna Totem Corporation 
shall notify the Secretary of Agriculture in 
writing which lands Huna Totem Corpora-
tion has identified. 

‘‘(d) TIMING OF CONVEYANCE AND VALU-
ATION.—The conveyance mandated by sub-
section (a) by the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall occur within ninety (90) days after the 
list of identified lands is submitted by Huna 
Totem Corporation pursuant to subsection 
(c). 

‘‘(e) TIMBER MANUFACTURING; EXPORT RE-
STRICTION.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, timber harvested from land 
conveyed to Huna Totem Corporation under 
this section shall not be exported as unproc-
essed logs from Alaska, nor may Huna 
Totem Corporation sell, trade, exchange, 
substitute, or otherwise convey that timber 
to any person for the purpose of exporting 
that timber from the State of Alaska. 

‘‘(f) RELATION TO OTHER REQUIREMENTS.— 
The land conveyed to Huna Totem Corpora-
tion and Sealaska Corporation under this 
section shall be considered, for all purposes, 
land conveyed under the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act. 

‘‘(g) MAPS.—The maps referred to in this 
section shall be maintained on file in the Of-
fice of the Chief, United States Forest Serv-
ice, and in the Office of the Secretary of the 
Interior, Washington, D.C. The acreage cited 
in this section is approximate, and if there is 
any discrepancy between cited acreage and 

the land depicted on the specified maps, the 
maps shall control. The maps do not con-
stitute an attempt by the United States to 
convey State or private land.’’. 

f 

KENAI MOUNTAINS-TURNAGAIN 
ARM NATIONAL HERITAGE AREA 
ACT OF 2001 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 509) to establish the Kenai 
Mountains-Turnagain Arm National 
Heritage Area in the State of Alaska, 
and for other purposes, which had been 
reported from the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources with an 
amendment to strike all after the en-
acting clause and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Kenai Moun-
tains-Turnagain Arm National Heritage Cor-
ridor Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) the Kenai Mountains-Turnagain Arm 

transportation corridor is a major gateway to 
Alaska and includes a range of transportation 
routes used first by indigenous people who were 
followed by pioneers who settled the Nation’s 
last frontier; 

(2) the natural history and scenic splendor of 
the region are equally outstanding; vistas of na-
ture’s power include evidence of earthquake 
subsidence, recent avalanches, retreating gla-
ciers and tidal action along Turnagain Arm, 
which has the world’s second greatest tidal 
range; 

(3) the cultural landscape formed by indige-
nous people and then by settlement, transpor-
tation and modern resource development in this 
rugged and often treacherous natural setting 
stands as powerful testimony to the human for-
titude, perseverance, and resourcefulness that is 
America’s proudest heritage from the people 
who settled the frontier; 

(4) there is a national interest in recognizing, 
preserving, promoting, and interpreting these re-
sources; 

(5) the Kenai Mountains-Turnagain Arm re-
gion is geographically and culturally cohesive 
because it is defined by a corridor of historic 
routes—trail, water, railroad, and roadways 
through a distinct landscape of mountains, 
lakes, and fjords; 

(6) national significance of separate elements 
of the region include, but are not limited to, the 
Iditarod National Historic Trail, the Seward 
Highway National Scenic Byway, and the Alas-
ka Railroad National Scenic Railroad; 

(7) national Heritage Corridor designation 
provides for the interpretation of these routes, 
as well as the national historic districts and nu-
merous historic routes in the region as part of 
the whole picture of human history in the wider 
transportation corridor including early Native 
trade routes, connections by waterway, mining 
trail, and other routes; 

(8) national Heritage Corridor designation 
also provides communities within the region 
with the motivation and means for ‘‘grass roots’’ 
regional coordination and partnerships with 
each other and with borough, State, and Fed-
eral agencies; and 

(9) national Heritage Corridor designation is 
supported by the Kenai Peninsula Historical As-
sociation, the Seward Historical Commission, 
the Seward City Council, the Hope and Sunrise 
Historical Society, the Hope Chamber of Com-
merce, the Alaska Association for Historic Pres-
ervation, the Cooper Landing Community Club, 
the Alaska Wilderness Recreation and Tourism 
Association, Anchorage Historic Properties, the 
Anchorage Convention and Visitors Bureau, the 
Cook Inlet Historical Society, the Moose Pass 
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Sportsman’s Club, the Alaska Historical Com-
mission, the Girdwood Board of Supervisors, the 
Kenai River Special Management Area Advisory 
Board, the Bird/Indian Community Council, the 
Kenai Peninsula Borough Trails Commission, 
the Alaska Division of Parks and Recreation, 
the Kenai Peninsula Borough, the Kenai Penin-
sula Tourism Marketing Council, and the An-
chorage Municipal Assembly. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act are— 
(1) to recognize, preserve, and interpret the 

historic and modern resource development and 
cultural landscapes of the Kenai Mountains- 
Turnagain Arm historic transportation corridor, 
and to promote and facilitate the public enjoy-
ment of these resources; and 

(2) to foster, through financial and technical 
assistance, the development of cooperative plan-
ning and partnerships among the communities 
and borough, State, and Federal Government 
entities. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS 

In this Act: 
(1) HERITAGE CORRIDOR.—The term ‘‘Heritage 

Corridor’’ means the Kenai Mountains- 
Turnagain Arm National Heritage Corridor es-
tablished by section 4(a) of this Act. 

(2) MANAGEMENT ENTITY.—The term ‘‘manage-
ment entity’’ means the 11 member Board of Di-
rectors of the Kenai Mountains-Turnagain Arm 
National Heritage Corridor Communities Asso-
ciation, a non-profit corporation, established in 
accordance with the laws of the State of Alaska. 

(3) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term ‘‘manage-
ment plan’’ means the management plan for the 
Heritage Corridor. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means 
the Secretary of the Interior. 
SEC. 4. KENAI MOUNTAINS-TURNAGAIN ARM NA-

TIONAL HERITAGE CORRIDOR. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established the 

Kenai Mountains-Turnagain Arm National Her-
itage Corridor. 

(b) BOUNDARIES.—The Heritage Corridor shall 
comprise the lands in the Kenai Mountains and 
upper Turnagain Arm region generally depicted 
on the map entitled ‘‘Kenai Peninsula/ 
Turnagain Arm National Heritage Corridor’’, 
numbered ‘‘Map #KMTA—1, and dated ‘‘Au-
gust 1999’’. The map shall be on file and avail-
able for public inspection in the offices of the 
Alaska Regional Office of the National Park 
Service and in the offices of the Alaska State 
Heritage Preservation Officer. 
SEC. 5. MANAGEMENT ENTITY. 

(a) To carry out the purposes of this Act, the 
Secretary shall enter into a cooperative agree-
ment with the management entity. The coopera-
tive agreement shall be prepared with public 
participation and shall include information re-
lating to the objectives and management of the 
Heritage Corridor, including the following: 

(1) A discussion of the goals and objectives of 
the Heritage Corridor. 

(2) An explanation of the proposed approach 
to conservation and interpretation of the Herit-
age Corridor. 

(3) A general outline of the protection meas-
ures, to which the management entity commits. 

(b) Nothing in this Act authorizes the man-
agement entity to assume any management au-
thorities or responsibilities on Federal lands. 

(c) Representatives of other organizations 
shall be invited and encouraged to participate 
with the management entity and in the develop-
ment and implementation of the management 
plan, including but not limited to: The State Di-
vision of Parks and Outdoor Recreation; the 
State Division of Mining, Land and Water; the 
Forest Service; the State Historic Preservation 
Office; the Kenia Peninsula Borough, the Mu-
nicipality of Anchorage; the Alaska Railroad, 
the Alaska Department of Transportation; and 
the National Park Service. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORITIES AND DUTIES OF MANAGE-

MENT ENTITY. 
(a) MANAGEMENT PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after 
the Secretary enters into a cooperative agree-
ment with the management entity, the manage-
ment entity shall develop a management plan 
for the Heritage Corridor, taking into consider-
ation existing Federal, State, borough, and local 
plans. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The management plan shall 
include, but not be limited to— 

(A) comprehensive recommendations for con-
servation, funding, management, and develop-
ment of the Heritage Corridor; 

(B) a description of agreements on actions to 
be carried out by public and private organiza-
tions to protect the resources of the Heritage 
Corridor; 

(C) a list of specific and potential sources of 
funding to protect, manage, and develop the 
Heritage Corridor; 

(d) an inventory of the known cultural and 
historic resources contained in the Heritage Cor-
ridor; and 

(E) a description of the role and participation 
of other Federal, State, and local agencies that 
have jurisdiction on lands within the Heritage 
Corridor. 

(b) PRIORITIES.—The management entity shall 
give priority to the implementation of actions, 
goals, and policies set forth in the cooperative 
agreement with the Secretary and the manage-
ment plan, including assisting communities 
within the region in— 

(1) carrying out programs which recognize im-
portant resource values in the Heritage Cor-
ridor; 

(2) encouraging economic viability in the af-
fected communities; 

(3) establishing and maintaining interpretive 
exhibits in the Heritage Corridor; 

(4) improving and interpreting heritage trails; 
(5) increasing public awareness and apprecia-

tion for the natural, historical, and cultural re-
sources and modern resource development of the 
Heritage Corridor; 

(6) restoring historic buildings and structures 
that are located within the boundaries of the 
Heritage Corridor; and 

(7) ensuring that clear, consistent, and appro-
priate signs identifying public access points and 
sites of interest are placed throughout the Herit-
age Corridor. 

(c) PUBLIC MEETINGS.—The management enti-
ty shall conduct 2 or more public meetings each 
year regarding the initiation and implementa-
tion of the management plan for the Heritage 
Corridor. The management entity shall place a 
notice of each such meeting in a newspaper of 
general circulation in the Heritage Corridor and 
shall make the minutes of the meeting available 
to the public. 
SEC. 7. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY. 

In accordance with the terms and conditions 
of the cooperative agreement and upon the re-
quest of the management entity, and subject to 
the availability of funds, the Secretary may pro-
vide administrative, technical, financial, design, 
development, and operations assistance to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. 
SEC. 8. SAVINGS PROVISIONS. 

(a) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—Nothing in this 
Act shall be construed to grant powers of zoning 
or management of land use to the management 
entity of the Heritage Corridor. 

(b) EFFECT ON AUTHORITY OF GOVERN-
MENTS.—Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to modify, enlarge, or diminish any authority of 
the Federal, State, or local governments to man-
age or regulate any use of land as provided for 
by law or regulation. 

(c) EFFECT ON BUSINESS.—Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed to obstruct or limit business 
activity on private development or resource de-
velopment activities. 
SEC. 9. PROHIBITION ON THE ACQUISITION OR 

REAL PROPERTY. 
The management entity may not use funds 

appropriated to carry out the purposes of this 

Act to acquire real property or interest in real 
property. 
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) FIRST YEAR.—For the first year $350,000 is 
authorized to be appropriated to carry our the 
purposes of this Act, and is made available upon 
the Secretary and the management entity enter-
ing into a cooperative agreement as authorized 
in section 3. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated not more than $1,000,000 to carry 
out the purposes of this Act for any fiscal year 
after the first year. Not more than $10,000,000, in 
the aggregate, may be appropriated for the Her-
itage Corridor. 

(c) MATCHING FUNDS.—Federal funding pro-
vided under this Act shall be matched at least 25 
percent by other funds or in-kind services. 
(d) SUNSET PROVISION.—The Secretary may not 
make any grant or provide any assistance under 
this Act beyond 15 years from the date that the 
Secretary and management entity complete a co-
operative agreement. 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘To estab-
lish the Kenai Mountains-Turnagain Arm 
National Heritage Corridor in the State of 
Alaska, and for other purposes.’’. 

The Committee amendment, in the 
nature of a substitute, was agreed to. 

The title amendment was agreed to. 
The bill (S. 509), as amended, was 

read the third time and passed. 
f 

FURTHER PROTECTIONS FOR THE 
WATERSHED OF THE LITTLE 
SANDY RIVER AS PART OF THE 
BULL RUN WATERSHED MAN-
AGEMENT UNIT, OREGON 

The bill (H.R. 427) to provide further 
protections for the watershed of the 
Little Sandy River as Part of the Bull 
Run Watershed Management Unit, Or-
egon, and for other purposes, was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

f 

CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO CAR-
SON CITY, NEVADA, FOR USE AS 
A SENIOR CENTER 

The bill (H.R. 271) to direct the Sec-
retary of the Interior to convey a 
former Bureau of Land Management 
administrative site to the city of Car-
son City, Nevada, for use as a senior 
center, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Calendar Nos. 56 
and 58 be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NORTHERN MARIANAS COVENANTS 
IMPLEMENTATION ACT 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, Calendar 
Order No. 63, S. 507, is something Sen-
ator AKAKA has been working on for a 
long time. It is the Northern Marianas 
Covenants Implementation Act. The 
majority leader has asked me to inform 
the Senate that he is going to move 
forward on this legislation sometime in 
the fall. This has been around a long 
time. We can’t get consent to move for-
ward, so we are going to move forward 
in the normal course. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:04 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00151 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES9000 August 3, 2001 
NATIONAL COMMUNITY HEALTH 

CENTER WEEK 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Judiciary Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of S. Con. Res. 59 and the 
Senate then proceed to its consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 59) 

expressing the sense of Congress that there 
should be established a National Community 
Health Center Week to raise awareness of 
health services provided by community, mi-
grant, public housing, and homeless health 
centers. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1480 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I under-

stand Senator HUTCHINSON has an 
amendment at the desk, and I ask for 
its consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for 

Mr. HUTCHINSON, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1480. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: Expressing the Sense of Congress 

that there should be established a National 
Community Health Center Week to raise 
awareness of health services provided by 
community, migrant, public housing, and 
homeless health centers) 
On page 3, line 4, insert after ‘‘Week’’, the 

following: ‘‘for the week beginning August 
19, 2001,’’. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the amendment be 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 1480) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the concurrent resolu-
tion, as amended, be agreed to, the pre-
amble be agreed to, and the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, the 
above occurring with no intervening 
action or debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 59), as amended, was agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution, with its 

preamble, reads as follows: 
S. CON. RES. 59 

Whereas community, migrant, public hous-
ing, and homeless health centers are non-
profit and community owned and operated 
health providers that are vital to the Na-
tion’s communities; 

Whereas there are more than 1,029 of these 
health centers serving nearly 12,000,000 peo-
ple at 3,200 health delivery sites, spanning 
urban and rural communities in the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands; 

Whereas these health centers have pro-
vided cost-effective, quality health care to 

the Nation’s poor and medically underserved, 
including the working poor, the uninsured, 
and many high-risk and vulnerable popu-
lations; 

Whereas these health centers act as a vital 
safety net in the Nation’s health delivery 
system, meeting escalating health needs and 
reducing health disparities; 

Whereas these health centers provide care 
to 1 of every 9 uninsured Americans, 1 of 
every 8 low-income Americans, and 1 of 
every 10 rural Americans, who would other-
wise lack access to health care; 

Whereas these health centers, and other in-
novative programs in primary and preven-
tive care, reach out to 600,000 homeless per-
sons and more than 650,000 farm workers; 

Whereas these health centers make health 
care responsive and cost-effective by inte-
grating the delivery of primary care with ag-
gressive outreach, patient education, trans-
lation, and enabling support services; 

Whereas these health centers increase the 
use of preventive health services such as im-
munizations, Pap smears, mammograms, and 
glaucoma screenings; 

Whereas in communities served by these 
health centers, infant mortality rates have 
been reduced between 10 and 40 percent; 

Whereas these health centers are built by 
community initiative; 

Whereas Federal grants provide seed 
money empowering communities to find 
partners and resources and to recruit doctors 
and health professionals; 

Whereas Federal grants, on average, con-
tribute 28 percent of these health centers’ 
budgets, with the remainder provided by 
State and local governments, Medicare, Med-
icaid, private contributions, private insur-
ance, and patient fees; 

Whereas these health centers are commu-
nity oriented and patient focused; 

Whereas these health centers tailor their 
services to fit the special needs and prior-
ities of communities, working together with 
schools, businesses, churches, community or-
ganizations, foundations, and State and local 
governments; 

Whereas these health centers contribute to 
the health and well-being of their commu-
nities by keeping children healthy and in 
school and helping adults remain productive 
and on the job; 

Whereas these health centers engage cit-
izen participation and provide jobs for 50,000 
community residents; and 

Whereas the establishment of a National 
Community Health Center Week for the 
week beginning August 19, 2001, would raise 
awareness of the health services provided by 
these health centers: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) there should be established a National 
Community Health Center Week for the 
week beginning August 19, 2001, to raise 
awareness of health services provided by 
community, migrant, public housing, and 
homeless health centers; and 

(2) the President should issue a proclama-
tion calling on the people of the United 
States and interested organizations to ob-
serve such a week with appropriate programs 
and activities. 

f 

THE CALENDAR 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
en bloc to the consideration of the fol-
lowing calendar items relating to post-
al designations: Calendar No. 125, S. 
737; Calendar No. 126, S. 970; Calendar 
No. 128, S. 1026; Calendar No. 133, H.R. 

364; Calendar No. 134, H.R. 821; Calendar 
No. 135, H.R. 1183; Calendar No. 136, 
H.R. 1753; and Calendar No. 131, H.R. 
2043. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bills be read a third time, 
passed, the motions to reconsider be 
laid on the table en bloc, that the con-
sideration of these items appear sepa-
rately in the RECORD, and that any 
statements relating thereto be printed 
in the RECORD, with no intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

JOSEPH E. DINI, JR. POST OFFICE 

The bill (S. 737) to designate the fa-
cility of the U.S. Postal Service lo-
cated at 811 South Main Street in 
Yerington, Nevada, as the ‘‘Joseph E. 
Dini, Jr. Post Office’’ was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and 
passed as follows: 

S. 737 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. JOSEPH E. DINI, JR. POST OFFICE. 

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 811 
South Main Street in Yerington, Nevada, 
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Jo-
seph E. Dini, Jr. Post Office’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the Joseph E. Dini, Jr. Post 
Office. 

f 

HORATIO KING POST OFFICE 
BUILDING 

The bill (S. 970) to designate the fa-
cility of the U.S. Postal Service lo-
cated at 39 Tremont Street, Paris Hill, 
Maine, as the ‘‘Horatio King Post Of-
fice Building’’ was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as fol-
lows: 

S. 970 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. HORATIO KING POST OFFICE BUILD-

ING. 
(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 

United States Postal Service located at 39 
Tremont Street, Paris Hill, Maine, shall be 
known as the ‘‘Horatio King Post Office 
Building’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the Horatio King Post Of-
fice Building. 

f 

PAT KING POST OFFICE BUILDING 

The bill (S. 1026) to designate the 
U.S. Post Office located at 60 Third Av-
enue in Long Branch, New Jersey, as 
the ‘‘Pat King Post Office Building’’ 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 
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S. 1026 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF PAT KING POST OF-

FICE BUILDING. 
The United States Post Office located at 60 

Third Avenue in Long Branch, New Jersey, 
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Pat 
King Post Office Building’’. 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the United States Post Of-
fice referred to in section 1 shall be deemed 
to be a reference to the Pat King Post Office 
Building. 

f 

MARJORY WILLIAMS SCRIVENS 
POST OFFICE 

The bill (H.R. 364) to designate the 
facility of the U.S. Postal Service lo-
cated at 5927 Southwest 70th Street in 
Miami, Florida, as the ‘‘Marjory Wil-
liams Scrivens Post Office’’ was read 
the third time and passed. 

f 

W. JOE TROGDON POST OFFICE 
BUILDING 

The bill (H.R. 821) to designate the 
facility of the U.S. Postal Service lo-
cated at 1030 South Church Street in 
Asheboro, North Carolina, as the ‘‘W. 
Joe Trogdon Post Office Building’’ was 
read the third time and passed. 

f 

G. ELLIOT HAGAN POST OFFICE 
BUILDING 

The bill (H.R. 1183) to designate the 
facility of the U.S. Postal Service lo-
cated at 113 South Main Street in Syl-
vania, Georgia, as the ‘‘G. Elliot Hagan 
Post Office Building’’ was read the 
third time and passed. 

f 

M. CALDWELL BUTLER POST 
OFFICE BUILDING 

The bill (H.R. 1753) to designate the 
facility of the U.S. Postal Service lo-
cated at 419 Rutherford Avenue, N.E., 
in Roanoke, Virginia, as the ‘‘M. 
Caldwell Butler Post Office Building’’ 
was read the third time and passed. 

f 

ELWOOD HAYNES ‘‘BUD’’ HILLIS 
POST OFFICE BUILDING 

The bill (H.R. 2043) to designate the 
facility of the U.S. Postal Service lo-
cated at 2719 South Webster Street in 
Kokomo, Indiana, as the ‘‘Elwood 
Haynes ‘Bud’ Hillis Post Office Build-
ing’’ was read the third time and 
passed. 

f 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGE-
MENT FOOD AND SHELTER PRO-
GRAMS REAUTHORIZATION 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 129, S. 1144. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1144) to amend title III of the 

Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 11331 et seq.) to reauthorize 
the Federal Emergency Management Food 
and Shelter Program, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be read a 
third time and passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, and 
any statements relating thereto be 
printed in the RECORD, with no inter-
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (S. 1144) was read the third 
time and passed, as follows: 

S. 1144 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
Section 322 of the Stewart B. McKinney 

Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11352) is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 322. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this title $150,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2002, $160,000,000 for fiscal year 2003, and 
$170,000,000 for fiscal year 2004.’’. 
SEC. 2. NAME CHANGE TO NOMINATING ORGANI-

ZATION. 
Section 301(b) of the Stewart B. McKinney 

Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11331(b)) 
is amended by striking paragraph (5) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(5) United Jewish Communities.’’. 
SEC. 3. PARTICIPATION OF HOMELESS INDIVID-

UALS ON LOCAL BOARDS. 
Section 316(a) of the Stewart B. McKinney 

Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11346(a)) 
is amended by striking paragraph (6) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(6) guidelines requiring each local board 
to include in their membership not less than 
1 homeless individual, former homeless indi-
vidual, homeless advocate, or recipient of 
food or shelter services, except that such 
guidelines may waive such requirement for 
any board unable to meet such requirement 
if the board otherwise consults with home-
less individuals, former homeless individ-
uals, homeless advocates, or recipients of 
food or shelter services.’’. 

f 

FRANCHISE FUND PILOT 
PROGRAMS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 137, S. 1198. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1198) to reauthorize Franchise 

Fund pilot programs. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be read a 
third time and passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, and 
any statements relating thereto be 
printed in the RECORD, with no inter-
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (S. 1198) was read the third 
time and passed, as follows: 

S. 1198 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. REAUTHORIZATION OF FRANCHISE 

FUND PILOT PROGRAMS. 
Section 403(f) of the Federal Financial 

Management Act of 1994 (31 U.S.C. 501 note) 
is amended by striking ‘‘October 1, 2001’’ and 
inserting ‘‘October 1, 2002’’. 

f 

FEDERAL FIREFIGHTERS 
RETIREMENT AGE FAIRNESS ACT 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate proceed to 
the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 132, H.R. 93. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 93) to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to provide that the mandatory 
separation age for Federal firefighters be 
made the same as the age that applies with 
respect to Federal law enforcement officers. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be read a 
third time and passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, and 
any statements relating thereto be 
printed in the RECORD, with no inter-
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 93) was read the third 
time and passed. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today, I applaud my colleagues for 
passing the Federal Firefighters Re-
tirement Age Fairness Act. This legis-
lation raises the mandatory retirement 
age for Federal firefighters from 55 to 
57. 

Federal firefighters are first on the 
scene to many types of disasters in ad-
dition to fires. They respond to haz-
ardous materials threats and terrorist 
incidents such as the bombing of the 
World Trade Center in 1993. 

Due to an oversight, however, Fed-
eral firefighters are currently the only 
Federal law enforcement employees re-
quired to retire at 55 years. 

Because many Federal firefighters 
wish to continue providing their serv-
ices to the American people after the 
age of 55, they are frequently hired 
back by the Federal Government as 
‘‘consultants.’’ Private consultants 
charge a higher fee than Federal fire-
fighters’ salaries. As a result, the Fed-
eral Government pays more money for 
the same individuals’ services, simply 
because they are over the age of 55. 

This bill does not change the min-
imum age to retire with full benefits. If 
an individual wishes to retire at 55, he 
or she may do so without penalty. The 
legislation gives firefighters the option 
of working until the age of 57 if they 
wish. 

The bill enjoys broad bipartisan sup-
port and the endorsement of key labor 
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organizations such as the American 
Federation of Government Employees, 
the National Association of Govern-
ment Employees, and the International 
Association of Fire Chiefs. 

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, this legislation will save tax-
payers more than $4 million over the 
next four years. Federal firefighting 
capabilities are being sorely tested; we 
need to make it possible for agencies to 
retain experienced, qualified fire-
fighters. 

‘‘The Federal Firefighters Retire-
ment Age Fairness Act’’ was the first 
bill the House of Representatives 
passed unanimously this year. I am 
pleased my colleagues here in the Sen-
ate chose to support this important 
legislation, as well. 

f 

COMMISSION ON THE BICENTEN-
NIAL OF THE LOUISIANA PUR-
CHASE 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 117, S. 356. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 356) to establish a National Com-

mission on the Bicentennial of the Louisiana 
Purchase. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment 
to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Louisiana Pur-
chase Bicentennial Commission Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) the Bicentennial of the Louisiana Pur-

chase occurs in 2003, 200 years after the United 
States, under the leadership of President Thom-
as Jefferson and after due consideration and ap-
proval by Congress, paid $15,000,000 to France 
in order to acquire the vast area in the western 
half of the Mississippi River Basin; 

(2) the Louisiana Purchase was the largest 
peaceful land transaction in history, virtually 
doubling the size of the United States; 

(3) the Louisiana Purchase opened the heart-
land of the North American continent for explo-
ration, settlement, and achievement to the peo-
ple of the United States; 

(4) in the wake of the Louisiana Purchase, 
the new frontier attracted immigrants from 
around the world and became synonymous with 
the search for spiritual, economic, and political 
freedom; 

(5) today the States of Arkansas, Colorado, 
Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oklahoma, 
South Dakota, Texas, and Wyoming make up 
what was the Louisiana Territory; and 

(6) commemoration of the Louisiana Purchase 
and the opening of the West would— 

(A) enhance public understanding of the im-
pact of westward expansion on the society of 
the United States; and 

(B) provide lessons for continued democratic 
governance in the United States. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) BICENTENNIAL.—The term ‘‘Bicentennial’’ 

means the 200th anniversary of the Louisiana 
Purchase. 

(2) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’ 
means the National Commission on the Bicen-
tennial of the Louisiana Purchase established 
under section 4(a). 
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 
commission to be known as the ‘‘National Com-
mission on the Bicentennial of the Louisiana 
Purchase’’. 

(b) DUTIES.—The Commission shall plan, en-
courage, coordinate, and conduct the commemo-
ration of the Bicentennial. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.— 
(1) NUMBERS AND APPOINTMENT.—The Com-

mission shall be composed of 20 members, includ-
ing— 

(A) 14 members consisting of the governor, or 
their designee, of each State that made up the 
Louisiana Territory; 

(B) the Director of the National Museum of 
American History of the Smithsonian Institution 
or his designee; 

(C) the Librarian of Congress or his designee; 
(D) as chosen by the Commission, the presi-

dent or head of 2 United States historical soci-
eties, foundations, or organizations of National 
stature or prominence; 

(E) the Secretary of Education or his designee; 
and 

(F) 2 members from the largest Federally rec-
ognized Native American tribes within the terri-
tory. 

(2) INTERNATIONAL PARTICIPATION.—The 
President may invite the Governments of France 
and Spain to appoint 1 individual each to serve 
as a nonvoting member of the Commission. 

(3) DATE OF APPOINTMENTS.—The appoint-
ment of a member of the Commission described 
in paragraph (1) shall be made not later than 
120 days after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(d) TERM; VACANCIES.— 
(1) TERM.—A member shall be appointed for 

the life of the Commission. 
(2) VACANCY.—A vacancy on the Commis-

sion— 
(A) shall not affect the powers of the Commis-

sion; and 
(B) shall be filled in the same manner as the 

original appointment was made. 
(e) ORGANIZATION AND INITIAL MEETING.—No 

later than 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Commission shall meet and select a 
Chairperson, Vice Chairperson, and Executive 
Director. 

(f) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet at 
the call of the Chairperson described under sub-
section (h). 

(g) QUORUM.—A quorum of the Commission 
for decision-making purposes shall be 11 mem-
bers, except that a lesser number of members, as 
determined by the Commission, may conduct 
meetings. 

(h) CHAIRPERSON.—The Commission shall se-
lect a Chairperson of the Commission from the 
members designated under subsection (c)(1). The 
Chairperson may be removed by a vote of a ma-
jority of the Commission’s members. 
SEC. 5. DUTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall— 
(1) plan and develop activities appropriate to 

commemorate the Bicentennial including a lim-
ited number of proposed projects to be under-
taken by the appropriate Federal departments 
and agencies that commemorate the Bicenten-
nial by seeking to harmonize and balance the 
important goals of ceremony and celebration 
with the equally important goals of scholarship 
and education; 

(2) consult with and encourage Indian tribes, 
appropriate Federal departments and agencies, 
State and local governments, elementary and 
secondary schools, colleges and universities, for-
eign governments, and private organizations to 
organize and participate in Bicentennial activi-
ties commemorating or examining— 

(A) the history of the Louisiana Territory; 
(B) the negotiations of the Louisiana Pur-

chase; 

(C) voyages of discovery; 
(D) frontier movements; and 
(E) the westward expansion of the United 

States; 
(3) coordinate activities throughout the 

United States and internationally that relate to 
the history and influence of the Louisiana Pur-
chase; and 

(4) encourage the publication of popular and 
scholarly works related to the Louisiana pur-
chase. 

(b) REPORTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year before 

the Bicentennial date, the Commission shall 
submit to the President and Congress a com-
prehensive report that includes specific rec-
ommendations for— 

(A) the allocation of financial and adminis-
trative responsibility among participating enti-
ties and persons with respect to commemoration 
of the Bicentennial; and 

(B) the commemoration of the Bicentennial 
and related events through programs and activi-
ties, such as— 

(i) the production, publication, and distribu-
tion of books, pamphlets, films, electronic publi-
cations, and other educational materials focus-
ing on the history and impact of the Louisiana 
Purchase on the United States and the world; 

(ii) bibliographical and documentary projects, 
publications, and electronic resources; 

(iii) conferences, convocations, lectures, semi-
nars, and other programs; 

(iv) the development of programs by and for li-
braries, museums, parks and historic sites, in-
cluding international and national traveling ex-
hibitions; 

(v) ceremonies and celebrations commemo-
rating specific events; 

(vi) the production, distribution, and perform-
ance of artistic works, and of programs and ac-
tivities, focusing on the international and na-
tional significance of the Louisiana Purchase 
and the westward movement opening the fron-
tier for present and future generations; and 

(vii) the issuance of commemorative coins, 
medals, certificates of recognition, and stamps. 

(2) ANNUAL REPORT.—In each fiscal year in 
which the Commission is in existence, the Com-
mission shall prepare and submit to Congress a 
report describing the activities of the Commis-
sion during the fiscal year. Each annual report 
shall also include— 

(A) recommendations regarding appropriate 
activities to commemorate the centennial of the 
Louisiana Purchase, including— 

(i) the production, publication, and distribu-
tion of books, pamphlets, films, and other edu-
cational materials; 

(ii) bibliographical and documentary projects 
and publications; 

(iii) conferences, convocations, lectures, semi-
nars, and other similar programs; 

(iv) the development of exhibits for libraries, 
museums, and other appropriate institutions; 

(v) ceremonies and celebrations commemo-
rating specific events that relate to the Lou-
isiana Purchase; 

(vi) programs focusing on the history of the 
Louisiana Purchase and its benefits to the 
United States and humankind; and 

(vii) competitions, commissions, and awards 
regarding historical, scholarly, artistic, literary, 
musical, and other works, programs, and 
projects related to the centennial of the Lou-
isiana Purchase; 

(B) recommendations to appropriate agencies 
or advisory bodies regarding the issuance of 
commemorative coins, medals, and stamps by the 
United States relating to aviation or the centen-
nial of the Louisiana Purchase; 

(C) recommendations for any legislation or ad-
ministrative action that the Commission deter-
mines to be appropriate regarding the commemo-
ration of the centennial of the Louisiana Pur-
chase; 

(D) an accounting of funds received and ex-
pended by the Commission in the fiscal year 
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that the report concerns, including a detailed 
description of the source and amount of any 
funds donated to the Commission in the fiscal 
year; and 

(E) an accounting of any cooperative agree-
ments and contract agreements entered into by 
the Commission. 

(3) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the Bicentennial date, the Commission 
shall submit to the President and Congress a 
final report. The final report shall contain— 

(A) a summary of the activities of the Commis-
sion; 

(B) a final accounting of funds received and 
expended by the Commission; 

(C) any findings and conclusions of the Com-
mission; and 

(D) specific recommendations concerning the 
final disposition of any historically significant 
items acquired by the Commission, including 
items donated to the Commission. 

(c) ASSISTANCE.—In carrying out this Act, the 
Commission shall consult, cooperate with, and 
seek advice and assistance from appropriate 
Federal departments and agencies. 
SEC. 6. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may pro-
vide for— 

(1) the preparation, distribution, dissemina-
tion, exhibition, and sale of historical, com-
memorative, and informational materials and 
objects that will contribute to public awareness 
of, and interest in, the Bicentennial, except that 
any commemorative coin, medal, or postage 
stamp recommended to be issued by the United 
States shall be sold only by a Federal depart-
ment or agency; 

(2) competitions and awards for historical, 
scholarly, artistic, literary, musical, and other 
works, programs, and projects relating to the Bi-
centennial; 

(3) a Bicentennial calendar or register of pro-
grams and projects, and in other ways provide 
a central clearinghouse for information and co-
ordination regarding dates, events, places, docu-
ments, artifacts, and personalities of Bicenten-
nial historical and commemorative significance; 
and 

(4) the design and designation of logos, sym-
bols, or marks for use in connection with the 
commemoration of the Bicentennial shall estab-
lish procedures regarding their use. 

(b) FEDERAL COOPERATION.—To ensure the 
overall success of the Commission’s efforts, the 
Commission may call upon various Federal de-
partments and agencies to assist in and give 
support to the programs of the Commission. The 
head of the Federal department or agency, 
where appropriate, shall furnish the informa-
tion or assistance requested by the Commission, 
unless prohibited by law. 

(c) PROHIBITION OF PAY OTHER THAN TRAVEL 
EXPENSES.—Members of an advisory committee 
or task force of the Commission shall not receive 
pay, but may receive travel expenses pursuant 
to policies adopted by the Commission. Members 
who are Federal employees shall not receive 
travel expenses if otherwise reimbursed by the 
Federal Government. 

(d) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.—Any 
member or agent of the Commission may, if au-
thorized by the Commission, take any action 
that the Commission is authorized to take under 
this Act. 

(e) AUTHORITY TO PROCURE AND TO MAKE 
LEGAL AGREEMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision in this Act, only the Commission may 
procure supplies, services, and property, and 
make or enter into leases and other legal agree-
ments in order to carry out this Act. 

(2) RESTRICTION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—A contract, lease, or other 

legal agreement made or entered into by the 
Commission may not extend beyond the date of 
the termination of the Commission. 

(B) FEDERAL SUPPORT.—The Commission shall 
obtain property, equipment, and office space 

from the General Services Administration or the 
Smithsonian Institution, unless other office 
space, property, or equipment is less costly. 

(3) SUPPLIES AND PROPERTY POSSESSED BY 
COMMISSION AT TERMINATION.—Any supplies 
and property, except historically significant 
items, that are acquired by the Commission 
under this Act and remain in the possession of 
the Commission on the date of the termination 
of the Commission shall become the property of 
the General Services Administration upon the 
date of termination. 

(f) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—The Commission 
may appoint such advisory committees as the 
Commission determines necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 
SEC. 7. ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) LOCATION OF OFFICE.— 
(1) CENTRAL OFFICE.—The central office of the 

Commission shall be in Washington, D.C. 
(2) ADDITIONAL OFFICES.—The Commission 

shall establish 2 additional offices in New Orle-
ans, Louisiana, and St. Louis, Missouri. 

(b) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—There shall be an 
Executive Director appointed by the Commission 
and chosen from among detailees from the agen-
cies and organizations represented on the Com-
mission. The Executive Director may be paid at 
a rate not to exceed the maximum rate of basic 
pay payable for the Senior Executive Service. 

(c) STAFF.—The Commission may appoint and 
fix the pay of any additional personnel that it 
considers appropriate, except that an individual 
appointed under this subsection may not receive 
pay in excess of the maximum rate of basic pay 
payable for GS–14 of the General Schedule. 

(d) INAPPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERV-
ICE LAWS.—The Executive Director and staff of 
the Commission may be appointed without re-
gard to the provisions of title 5, United States 
Code, governing appointments in the competitive 
service, and may be paid without regard to the 
provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of 
chapter 53 of such title, relating to classification 
and General Schedule pay rates, except as pro-
vided under subsections (a) and (b) of this sec-
tion. 

(e) MERIT SYSTEM PRINCIPLES.—The appoint-
ment of the Executive Director or any personnel 
of the Commission under subsection (a) or (b) 
shall be made consistent with the merit system 
principles under section 2301 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(f) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon re-
quest by the Chairperson of the Commission, the 
head of any Federal department or agency may 
detail, on either a nonreimbursable or reimburs-
able basis, any of the personnel of the depart-
ment or agency to the Commission to assist the 
Commission to carry out its duties under this 
Act. 

(g) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.—The 
Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution may 
provide to the Commission on a reimbursable 
basis any administrative support services that 
are necessary to enable the Commission to carry 
out this Act. 

(h) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Commis-
sion may enter into cooperative agreements with 
other Federal agencies, State and local govern-
ments, and nonprofit organizations that will 
contribute to public awareness of and interest in 
the centennial of the Louisiana Purchase and 
toward furthering the goals and purposes of this 
Act. 

(i) PROGRAM SUPPORT.—The Commission may 
receive program support from the nonprofit sec-
tor. 

(j) MEMBERS’ COMPENSATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—A member of the Commission 

shall serve without compensation. 
(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The Commission may 

adopt a policy, only by unanimous vote, for 
members of the Commission and related advisory 
panels to receive travel expenses, including per 
diem in lieu of subsistence. The policy may not 
exceed the levels established under sections 5702 

and 5703 of title 5, United States Code. Members 
who are Federal employees shall not receive 
travel expenses if otherwise reimbursed by the 
Federal Government. 

(k) OTHER REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES.— 
The Commission may procure supplies, services, 
and property, enter into contracts, and expend 
funds appropriated, donated, or received to 
carry out contracts. 

(l) POSTAL SERVICES.—The Commission may 
use the United States mail to carry out this Act 
in the same manner and under the same condi-
tions as other agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment. 
SEC. 8. CONTRIBUTIONS. 

(a) DONATIONS.—The Commission may solicit, 
accept, and use donations of money, property, 
or personal services and historic materials relat-
ing to the implementation of its responsibilities 
under the provisions of this Act. The Commis-
sion shall not accept donations the value of 
which exceeds— 

(1) $50,000 annually with respect to an indi-
vidual; and 

(2) $250,000 annually with respect to any per-
son other than an individual. 

(b) VOLUNTEER SERVICES.—Notwithstanding 
section 1342 of title 31, United States Code, the 
Commission may accept and use voluntary and 
uncompensated services as the Commission de-
termines necessary. 

(c) REMAINING FUNDS.—Any funds (including 
funds received from licensing royalties) remain-
ing with the Commission on the date of the ter-
mination of the Commission may be used to en-
sure proper disposition, as specified in the final 
report required under section 10(b), of histori-
cally significant property which was donated to 
or acquired by the Commission. Any funds re-
maining after such disposition shall be trans-
ferred to the Secretary of the Treasury for de-
posit into the general fund of the Treasury of 
the United States. 

(d) ACQUIRED ITEMS.—Any book, manuscript, 
miscellaneous printed matter, memorabilia, relic, 
and other material or property relating to the 
time period of the Louisiana Purchase acquired 
by the Commission may be deposited for preser-
vation in national, State, or local libraries, mu-
seums, archives, or other agencies with the con-
sent of the depositary institution. 
SEC. 9. EXCLUSIVE RIGHT TO NAME, LOGOS, EM-

BLEMS, SEALS, AND MARKS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may devise 

any logo, emblem, seal, or descriptive or desig-
nating mark that is required to carry out its du-
ties or that it determines is appropriate for use 
in connection with the commemoration of the 
Bicentennial of the Louisiana Purchase. 

(b) LICENSING.—The Commission shall have 
the sole and exclusive right to use, or to allow 
or refuse the use of, the name ‘‘National Com-
mission on the Bicentennial of the Louisiana 
Purchase’’ on any logo, emblem, seal, or descrip-
tive or designating mark that the Commission 
lawfully adopts. 

(c) EFFECT ON OTHER RIGHTS.—No provision 
of this section may be construed to conflict or 
interfere with established or vested rights. 

(d) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds from licensing roy-
alties received pursuant to this section shall be 
used by the Commission to carry out the duties 
of the Commission specified by this Act. 

(e) LICENSING RIGHTS.—All exclusive licensing 
rights, unless otherwise specified, shall revert to 
the National Museum of American History upon 
termination of the Commission. 
SEC. 10. AUDIT OF FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) AUDIT.—The Comptroller General of the 

United States shall audit on an annual basis the 
financial transactions of the Commission, in-
cluding financial transactions involving do-
nated funds, in accordance with generally ac-
cepted auditing standards. 

(2) ACCESS.—In conducting an audit under 
this section, the Comptroller General.— 
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(A) shall have access to all books, accounts, 

financial records, reports, files, and other pa-
pers, items, or property in use by the Commis-
sion, as necessary to facilitate the audit; and 

(B) shall be afforded full facilities for 
verifying the financial transactions of the Com-
mission, including access to any financial 
records or securities held for the Commission by 
depositories, fiscal agents, or custodians. 

(b) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date on which the Commission submits 
its final report, the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall submit to the President and 
to Congress a report detailing the results of any 
audit of the financial transactions of the Com-
mission conducted by the Comptroller General. 
SEC. 11. TERMINATION OF THE COMMISSION. 

Not later than 60 days after the submission of 
the final report, the Commission shall terminate. 
SEC. 12. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsections (b) 
and (c), there are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out the purposes of this Act $250,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 2004. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts appro-
priated under this section for any fiscal year 
shall remain available until March 31, 2004. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, today 
I rise to urge passage of the Louisiana 
Purchase Bicentennial Commission 
Act. This legislation creates a commis-
sion to celebrate the 200th anniversary 
of the Louisiana Purchase. I am hon-
ored to have sponsored this legislation 
with Senators BREAUX, LINCOLN, 
HUTCHINSON, DOMENICI, BAUCUS, and 
HATCH. The passage of this legislation 
voices appropriate celebration on the 
value of the United States’ peaceful ex-
pansion westward. 

The Louisiana Purchase cost the 
United States $15 million but it dou-
bled the size of the country overnight 
and brought vast natural resources 
that had been as yet untapped. To 
quote Tallyrand, ‘‘You have made a 
noble bargain for yourselves and I sup-
pose you will make the most of it.’’ For 
the United States, it was only the be-
ginning of an expansion that would 
stretch from the Atlantic Ocean to the 
Pacific Ocean. 

All or part of 15 States were created 
from the land acquired in this pur-
chase. It made possible the travels of 
Lewis and Clark, whose invaluable in-
sight into the peoples and land beyond 
the Mississippi River emboldened many 
Americans to search for a new life out 
West. Around the world, the American 
Frontier became synonymous with the 
search for spiritual, economic, and po-
litical freedom. The Louisiana Pur-
chase helped shape the American des-
tiny. Commemoration of the Louisiana 
Purchase and the related opening of 
the West can enhance public under-
standing of the impact of the demo-
cratic westward expansion on Amer-
ican society. 

This bill creates a Commission that 
will edify, publish, and display the im-
portance of the Louisiana Purchase to 
all Americans. This bipartisan commis-
sion is partially modeled after the cele-
bration of the American Bicentennial— 
striving to be inclusive of Americans. 
The commission will include important 
officials from each state created from 
the Purchase, museum and education 

officials, as well as members of Native 
American Tribes originating on the 
lands included in the Purchase. These 
officials will work together to rec-
ommend, organize, and oversee the 
200th anniversary of the Louisiana Pur-
chase. Commission tasks include plan-
ning the issuance of coins, stamps, 
medals, and certificates of recognition. 
Under a coordinated effort with librar-
ies, museums, and historical sites, they 
will develop education programs for ex-
hibit and display. The commission will 
produce and publish educational mate-
rials focusing on the history and the 
impact of the Louisiana Purchase. This 
is certainly not an exhaustive list, the 
commission will be tasked with many 
efforts. but, it is an insight into the 
important role that the commission 
will fulfill. 

I thank the Judiciary Committee in 
their preparation and passage of this 
bill. Together, the chairman and the 
ranking member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee were incredibly supportive. This 
was truly a bipartisan effort. I thank 
my colleagues for recognizing the great 
value of honoring this momentous oc-
casion, and together, as Americans, we 
can celebrate the breadth and distance 
of our Nation’s vision. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the committee 
amendment be agreed to, the bill, as 
amended, be read the third time and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, with no inter-
vening action, and that any statements 
relating to the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the several requests are 
agreed to. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The bill (S. 356), as amended, was 
read the third time and passed. 

f 

ESTABLISHING A COMMISSION 
FOR COMMEMORATION OF 50TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF SUPREME 
COURT DECISION IN BROWN V. 
BOARD OF EDUCATION 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate proceed to 
the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 120, H.R. 2133. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will read the title of the bill. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2133) to establish a commission 

for the purpose of encouraging and providing 
for the commemoration of the 50th anniver-
sary of the Supreme Court decision in Brown 
v. Board of Education. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported by the Committee on 
the Judiciary with amendments, as fol-
lows: 

[Omit the parts in black brackets and 
insert the part printed in italic.] 

H.R. 2133 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 
The Congress finds that as the Nation ap-

proaches May 17, 2004, marking the 50th an-
niversary of the Supreme Court decision in 
Oliver L. Brown et al. v. Board of Education 
of Topeka, Kansas et al., it is appropriate to 
establish a national commission to plan and 
coordinate the commemoration of that anni-
versary. 
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There is established a commission to be 
known as the ‘‘Brown v. Board of Education 
50th Anniversary Commission’’ (referred to 
in this Act as the ‘‘Commission’’). 
SEC. 3. DUTIES. 

In order to commemorate the 50th anniver-
sary of the Brown decision, the Commission 
shall— 

(1) in conjunction with the Department of 
Education, plan and coordinate public edu-
cation activities and initiatives, including 
public lectures, writing contests, and public 
awareness campaigns, through the Depart-
ment of Education’s ten regional offices; and 

(2) in cooperation with the Brown Founda-
tion for Educational Equity, Excellence, and 
Research in Topeka, Kansas (referred to in 
this Act as the ‘‘Brown Foundation’’), and 
such other public or private entities as the 
Commission considers appropriate, encour-
age, plan, develop, and coordinate observ-
ances of the anniversary of the Brown deci-
sion. 
SEC. 4. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Com-
mission shall be composed as follows: 

(1) Two representatives of the Department 
of Education appointed by the Secretary of 
Education, one of whom shall serve as 
øChair¿ one of two Co-chairpersons of the 
Commission. 

(2) Two representatives of the Department of 
Justice appointed by the Attorney General, one 
of whom shall serve as one of two Co-chair-
persons of the Commission. 

ø(2)¿ (3) Eleven individuals appointed by 
the President after receiving recommenda-
tions as follows: 

ø(A) Members of the Senate from each of 
the States in which the lawsuits decided by 
the Brown decision were originally filed, 
Delaware, Kansas, South Carolina, and Vir-
ginia, and from the State of the first legal 
challenge, Massachusetts, shall jointly rec-
ommend to the President one individual 
from their respective States. 

ø(B) Members of the House of Representa-
tives from each of the States referred to in 
subparagraph (A) shall jointly recommend to 
the President one individual from their re-
spective States.¿ 

(A)(i) The Members of the Senate from each 
State described in clause (iii) shall each submit 
the name of 1 individual from the State to the 
majority leader and minority leader of the Sen-
ate. 

(ii) After review of the submissions made 
under clause (i), the majority leader of the Sen-
ate, in consultation with the minority leader of 
the Senate, shall recommend to the President 5 
individuals, 1 from each of the States described 
in clause (iii). 

(iii) The States described in this clause are the 
States in which the lawsuits decided by the 
Brown decision were originally filed (Delaware, 
Kansas, South Carolina, and Virginia), and the 
State of the first legal challenge involved (Mas-
sachusetts). 

(B)(i) The Members of the House of Represent-
atives from each State described in subpara-
graph (A)(iii) shall each submit the name of 1 
individual from the State to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the minority lead-
er of the House of Representatives. 

(ii) After review of the submissions made 
under clause (i), the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, in consultation with the minor-
ity leader of the House of Representatives, shall 
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recommend to the President 5 individuals, 1 
from each of the States described in subpara-
graph (A)(iii). 

(C) The Delegate to the House of Rep-
resentatives from the District of Columbia 
shall recommend to the President one indi-
vidual from the District of Columbia. 

ø(3)¿ (4) Two representatives of the judicial 
branch of the Federal Government appointed 
by the Chief Justice of the United States Su-
preme Court. 

ø(4)¿ (5) Two representatives of the Brown 
Foundation. 

ø(5)¿ (6) Two representatives of the NAACP 
Legal Defense and Education Fund. 

ø(6)¿ (7) One representative of the Brown v. 
Board of Education National Historic Site. 

(b) TERMS.—Members of the Commission 
shall be appointed for the life of the Commis-
sion. 

(c) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Commis-
sion shall be filled in the same manner as the 
original appointment. 

(d) COMPENSATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.— Members of the Commis-

sion shall serve without pay. 
(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member shall 

receive travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with ap-
plicable provisions under subchapter I of 
chapter 57 of title 5, United States Code. 

(e) QUORUM.—A majority of members of the 
Commission shall constitute a quorum. 

(f) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall hold 
its first meeting not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act. The 
Commission shall subsequently meet at the 
call of øthe Chair¿ a Co-chairperson or a ma-
jority of its members. 

(g) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF.— The 
Commission may secure the services of an 
executive director and staff personnel as it 
considers appropriate. 
SEC. 5. POWERS. 

(a) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.—Any 
member or agent of the Commission may, if 
so authorized by the Commission, take any 
action which the Commission is authorized 
to take under this Act. 

(b) GIFTS AND DONATIONS.— 
(1) AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT.—The Commis-

sion may accept and use gifts or donations of 
money, property, or personal services. 

(2) DISPOSITION OF PROPERTY.—Any books, 
manuscripts, miscellaneous printed matter, 
memorabilia, relics, or other materials do-
nated to the Commission which relate to the 
Brown decision, shall, upon termination of 
the Commission— 

(A) be deposited for preservation in the 
Brown Foundation Collection at the Spencer 
Research Library at the University of Kan-
sas in Lawrence, Kansas; or 

(B) be disposed of by the Commission in 
consultation with the Librarian of Congress, 
and with the express consent of the Brown 
Foundation and the Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation National Historic Site. 

(c) MAILS.—The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States. 
SEC. 6. REPORTS. 

(a) INTERIM REPORTS.—The Commission 
shall transmit interim reports to the Presi-
dent and the Congress not later than Decem-
ber 31 of each year. Each such report shall 
include a description of the activities of the 
Commission during the year covered by the 
report, an accounting of any funds received 
or expended by the Commission during such 
year, and recommendations for any legisla-
tion or administrative action which the 
Commission considers appropriate. 

(b) FINAL REPORT.—The Commission shall 
transmit a final report to the President and 
the Congress not later than December 31, 

2004. Such report shall include an accounting 
of any funds received or expended, and the 
disposition of any other properties, not pre-
viously reported. 
SEC. 7. TERMINATION. 

(a) DATE.—The Commission shall termi-
nate on such date as the Commission may 
determine, but not later than February 1, 
2005. 

(b) DISPOSITION OF FUNDS.—Any funds held 
by the Commission on the date the Commis-
sion terminates shall be deposited in the 
general fund of the Treasury. 
SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
$250,000 for the period encompassing fiscal 
years 2003 and 2004 to carry out this Act, to 
remain available until expended. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the committee 
amendments be agreed to, the bill, as 
amended, be read the third time and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, and any state-
ments relating to the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the several requests are 
agreed to. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill (H.R. 2133), as amended, was 
read the third time and passed. 

f 

ESTABLISHING A COMMISSION 
FOR COMMEMORATION OF 50TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF SUPREME 
COURT DECISION IN BROWN V. 
BOARD OF EDUCATION 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 119, S. 1046. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the title of the bill. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1046) to establish a commission 

for the purpose of encouraging and providing 
for the commemoration of the 50th anniver-
sary of the Supreme Court decision in Brown 
v. Board of Education. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported by the Committee on 
the Judiciary with amendments, as fol-
lows: 

[Omit the parts in black brackets and 
insert the part printed in italic.] 

S. 1046 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that as the Nation ap-
proaches May 17, 2004, marking the 50th an-
niversary of the Supreme Court decision in 
Oliver L. Brown et al. v. Board of Education 
of Topeka, Kansas et al., it is appropriate to 
establish a national commission to plan and 
coordinate the commemoration of that anni-
versary. 
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There is established a commission to be 
known as the ‘‘Brown v. Board of Education 
50th Anniversary Commission’’ (referred to 
in this Act as the ‘‘Commission’’). 
SEC. 3. DUTIES. 

In order to commemorate the 50th anniver-
sary of the Brown decision, the Commission 
shall— 

(1) in conjunction with the Department of 
Education, plan and coordinate public edu-
cation activities and initiatives, including 
public lectures, writing contests, and public 
awareness campaigns, through the Depart-
ment of Education’s ten regional offices; 

(2) in cooperation with the Brown Founda-
tion for Educational Equity, Excellence, and 
Research in Topeka, Kansas, (referred to in 
this Act as the ‘‘Brown Foundation’’) and 
such other public or private entities as the 
Commission considers appropriate, encour-
age, plan, develop, and coordinate observ-
ances of the anniversary of the Brown deci-
sion; and 

(3) submit recommendations to the Con-
gress relating to a joint session of Congress 
for the purpose of commemorating the anni-
versary. 
SEC. 4. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Com-
mission shall be composed as follows: 

(1) Two representatives of the Department 
of Education appointed by the Secretary of 
Education, one of whom shall serve as 
øChair¿ one of two Co-chairpersons of the 
Commission. 

(2) Two representatives of the Department of 
Justice appointed by the Attorney General, one 
of whom shall serve as one of two Co-chair-
persons of the Commission. 

ø(2)¿(3) Eleven individuals appointed by the 
President after receiving recommendations 
as follows: 

ø(A) Members of the Senate from each of 
the States in which the lawsuits decided by 
the Brown decision were originally filed, 
Delaware, Kansas, South Carolina, and Vir-
ginia, and from the State of the first legal 
challenge, Massachusetts, shall jointly rec-
ommend to the President one individual 
from their respective States. 

ø(B) Members of the House of Representa-
tives from each of the States referred to in 
subparagraph (A) shall jointly recommend to 
the President one individual from their re-
spective States.¿ 

(A)(i) The Members of the Senate from each 
State described in clause (iii) shall each submit 
the name of 1 individual from the State to the 
majority leader and minority leader of the Sen-
ate. 

(ii) After review of the submissions made 
under clause (i), the majority leader of the Sen-
ate, in consultation with the minority leader of 
the Senate, shall recommend to the President 5 
individuals, 1 from each of the States described 
clause (iii). 

(iii) The States described in this clause are the 
States in which the lawsuits decided by the 
Brown decision were originally filed (Delaware, 
Kansas, South Carolina, and Virginia), and the 
State of the first legal challenge involved (Mas-
sachusetts). 

(B)(i) The Members of the House of Represent-
atives from each State described in subpara-
graph (A)(iii) shall each submit the name of 1 
individual from the State to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the minority lead-
er of the House of Representatives. 

(ii) After review of the submissions made 
under clause (i), the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, in consultation with the minor-
ity leader of the House of Representatives, shall 
recommend to the President 5 individuals, 1 
from each of the States described in subpara-
graph (A)(iii). 

(C) The Delegate to the House of Rep-
resentatives from the District of Columbia 
shall recommend to the President one indi-
vidual from the District of Columbia. 

ø(3)¿(4) Two representatives of the judicial 
branch of the Federal Government appointed 
by the Chief Justice of the United States Su-
preme Court. 

ø(4)¿(5) Two representatives of the Brown 
Foundation. 
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ø(5)¿(6) Two representatives of the NAACP 

Legal Defense and Education Fund. 
ø(6)¿(7) One representative of the Brown v. 

Board of Education National Historic Site. 
(b) TERMS.—Members of the Commission 

shall be appointed for the life of the Commis-
sion. 

(c) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Commis-
sion shall be filled in the same manner as the 
original appointment. 

(d) COMPENSATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.— Members of the Commis-

sion shall serve without pay. 
(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member shall 

receive travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with ap-
plicable provisions under subchapter I of 
chapter 57 of title 5, United States Code. 

(e) QUORUM.—A majority of members of the 
Commission shall constitute a quorum. 

(f) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall hold 
its first meeting not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act. The 
Commission shall subsequently meet at the 
call of øthe Chair¿ a Co-chairperson or a ma-
jority of its members. 

(g) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF.— The 
Commission may secure the services of an 
executive director and staff personnel as it 
considers appropriate. 
SEC. 5. POWERS. 

(a) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.—Any 
member or agent of the Commission may, if 
so authorized by the Commission, take any 
action which the Commission is authorized 
to take under this Act. 

(b) GIFTS AND DONATIONS.— 
(1) AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT.—The Commis-

sion may accept and use gifts or donations of 
money, property, or personal services. 

(2) DISPOSITION OF PROPERTY.—Any books, 
manuscripts, miscellaneous printed matter, 
memorabilia, relics, or other materials do-
nated to the Commission which relate to the 
Brown decision, shall, upon termination of 
the Commission— 

(A) be deposited for preservation in the 
Brown Foundation Collection at the Spencer 
Research Library at the University of Kan-
sas in Lawrence, Kansas; or 

(B) be disposed of by the Commission in 
consultation with the Librarian of Congress, 
and with the express consent of the Brown 
Foundation and the Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation National Historic Site. 

(c) MAILS.—The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States. 
SEC. 6. REPORTS. 

(a) INTERIM REPORTS.—The Commission 
shall transmit interim reports to the Presi-
dent and Congress not later than December 
31 of each year. Each such report shall in-
clude a description of the activities of the 
Commission during the year covered by the 
report, an accounting of any funds received 
or expended by the Commission during such 
year, and recommendations for any legisla-
tion or administrative action which the 
Commission considers appropriate. 

(b) FINAL REPORT.—The Commission shall 
transmit a final report to the President and 
Congress not later than December 31, 2004. 
Such report shall include an accounting of 
any funds received or expended, and the dis-
position of any other properties, not pre-
viously reported. 
SEC. 7. TERMINATION. 

(a) DATE.—The Commission shall termi-
nate on such date as the Commission may 
determine, but not later than February 1, 
2005. 

(b) DISPOSITION OF FUNDS.—Any funds held 
by the Commission on the date the Commis-
sion terminates shall be deposited in the 
general fund of the Treasury. 

SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated at 

total of $300,000 for fiscal years 2003 and 2004 
to carry out this Act, to remain available 
until expended. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, today 
I rise in support of S. 1046, the Brown v. 
Board of Education 50th Anniversary 
Commission bill, which Senator 
BROWNBACK and I introduced. 2004 
marks the 50th anniversary of this 
landmark Supreme Court decision 
which found the doctrine of ‘‘separate 
but equal’’ to be patently unconstitu-
tional. In 2004, it will have been half a 
century since Oliver Brown of Topeka, 
Kansas, on behalf of his daughter, 
Linda, fought the menace of racism 
and won. This watershed case is an im-
portant victory in the civil rights 
movement, and this Congressional 
Commission will allow us to fully cele-
brate and reflect on what this decision 
has meant to our nation. 

On May 17, 1954, in the Brown v. the 
Board of Education decision, the high 
court issued a definitive interpretation 
of the 14th Amendment to the United 
States Constitution. The Court stated 
that the discriminatory nature of ra-
cial segregation ‘‘. . . violates the 14th 
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, 
which guarantees all citizens equal 
protection of the laws.’’ This case 
brought relief not only to the families 
from four states and the District of Co-
lumbia who were combined under the 
Brown case, but to individuals 
throughout our country as it marked a 
turning point in our Nation’s history. 

This bill, S. 1046, allows for the estab-
lishment of a Congressional Commis-
sion to celebrate this historical occa-
sion, by developing public education 
initiatives and coordinating observ-
ances in conjunction with the Brown 
Foundation for Educational Equality, 
Excellence and Research in Topeka. 
The Brown Foundation is concurrently 
working with the National Park Serv-
ice in order to convert Linda Brown’s 
former all-black elementary school 
into a historic site in time for the 50th 
anniversary. 

I’d like to thank Chairman LEAHY 
and Ranking Member HATCH for their 
expeditious consideration of this im-
portant legislation. I’d also like to 
thank the Kansas Congressional Dele-
gation for all their work on this issue 
as well. Finally, I’d like to thank 
Cheryl Brown Henderson, Linda’s sis-
ter, who is the Executive Director of 
the Brown Foundation. Her untiring 
work has furthered the legacy of the 
Brown decision and allowed the vision 
of a Congressional Commission to be-
come closer to a reality. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise today to express my thanks to my 
Senate colleagues for passing S. 1046, a 
bill that creates a commission to com-
memorate the 40th anniversary of 
Brown v. Board. I would especially like 
to thank Senator PAT ROBERTS of Kan-
sas who introduced this bill into the 
Senate and Senator PATRICK LEAHY of 
Vermont for his leadership in helping 

me to move this legislation through his 
committee. 

I thank Cheryl Brown Henderson of 
the Brown Foundation, whose father, 
Oliver Brown brought the suit against 
the Topeka Board of Education on be-
half of his daughter, Linda Brown. 
Cheryl has been a steadfast leader in 
ensuring that the Brown decision and 
legacy continues not only in the State 
of Kansas but throughout the nation, 
and she has been very instrumental in 
creating this legislation that was 
passed in the Senate today. 

I stand before the Senate today proud 
that Kansas has played an intricate 
role in shaping our Nation. From 
‘‘Bleeding Kansas’’ to the ‘‘Exodus to 
Kansas’’ to Brown v. Board, Kansas has 
been one State in this nation that has 
led our country in addressing race rela-
tions in this country. And I am very 
proud of that history and legacy. 

As you know, the history of deseg-
regating our public school system 
started before Brown v. Board with 
such cases as Murray v. Maryland and 
Sweatt v. Painter. But it was Brown v. 
Board that set the fire of the public 
outrage and changed the course of 
America’s history and the way in 
which we view equality in the eyes of 
the law. 

Before Brown, many States in the 
United States enforced racially seg-
regated laws—this was an atrocious 
practice. Many individuals claimed 
that as a direct result of the 1896 Plessy 
v. Ferguson case, which sanctioned the 
separate but equal doctrine, school seg-
regation was, in fact, legal and cul-
turally acceptable. Oliver Brown, a cit-
izen of Topeka, Kansas joined with 
other individuals and filed a lawsuit 
against the Topeka School Board on 
behalf of his 7-year-old daughter, 
Linda. 

Like other young African Americans, 
Linda had to cross a set of railroad 
tracks and board a bus to take her to 
the ‘‘colored’’ school on the other side 
of the city where she lived—even 
though a school for white children was 
located only a few blocks from her 
home. This was the basis for the land-
mark case. There were many notable 
African Americans who helped to bring 
this case to the Supreme Court of the 
United States, however, none so fa-
mous as Supreme Court Justice 
Thurgood Marshall who valiantly de-
fended the rights of not only Linda 
Brown, but of an entire race of individ-
uals who were treated as second-class 
citizens. 

On May 17, 1954, the Supreme Court 
rendered its decision that ruled racial 
segregation in schools in unconstitu-
tional, violating the 14th Amendment 
of the United States Constitution, 
which states among other things that, 
‘‘no state shall make or enforce any 
law which shall abridge the privileges 
or immunities of citizens of the United 
States.’’ 
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When the Court ruled in 1954 that 

school segregation laws were unconsti-
tutional, the Supreme Court demol-
ished the legal foundation on which ra-
cial segregation stood. The Court’s 
opinion, written and delivered by Chief 
Justice Earl Warren, also served as a 
stirring moral indictment of racial seg-
regation, and an eloquent challenge to 
America to cast off its prejudices and 
extend its promises of life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness to all citizens, 
regardless of race or color. 

This Commission will comprise indi-
viduals representing the states that 
were involved in the Brown case origi-
nally filed, Delaware, Kansas, South 
Carolina, and Virginia, and from the 
first legal challenge, Massachusetts. 
The Commission will be charged with 
planning and coordinating public edu-
cation activities and initiatives, in-
cluding public lectures, writing con-
tests, and public awareness campaigns 
throughout the nation. 

In addition, the Commission will 
work with the Brown Foundation for 
Educational Equity, Excellence and 
Research (located in Topeka, Kansas) 
to plan, develop and coordinate observ-
ances of the anniversary of the Brown 
decision. And finally, the Commission 
will submit recommendations to the 
United States Congress relating to a 
joint session of Congress to commemo-
rate the Brown v. Board anniversary. 

I am proud that we were able to pass 
this legislation today that will honor 
this historic case—one that set the 
pace for racial equality in the 20th cen-
tury, and caused a nation to rethink 
the meaning of racial equality and tol-
erance for the betterment of our coun-
try. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the committee 
amendments be agreed to, the bill, as 
amended, be read the third time and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. The sev-
eral requests are agreed to en bloc. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill (S. 1046), as amended, was 
read the third time and passed, as fol-
lows: 

S. 1046 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that as the Nation ap-
proaches May 17, 2004, marking the 50th an-
niversary of the Supreme Court decision in 
Oliver L. Brown et al. v. Board of Education 
of Topeka, Kansas et al., it is appropriate to 
establish a national commission to plan and 
coordinate the commemoration of that anni-
versary. 
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There is established a commission to be 
known as the ‘‘Brown v. Board of Education 
50th Anniversary Commission’’ (referred to 
in this Act as the ‘‘Commission’’). 

SEC. 3. DUTIES. 
In order to commemorate the 50th anniver-

sary of the Brown decision, the Commission 
shall— 

(1) in conjunction with the Department of 
Education, plan and coordinate public edu-
cation activities and initiatives, including 
public lectures, writing contests, and public 
awareness campaigns, through the Depart-
ment of Education’s ten regional offices; 

(2) in cooperation with the Brown Founda-
tion for Educational Equity, Excellence, and 
Research in Topeka, Kansas, (referred to in 
this Act as the ‘‘Brown Foundation’’) and 
such other public or private entities as the 
Commission considers appropriate, encour-
age, plan, develop, and coordinate observ-
ances of the anniversary of the Brown deci-
sion; and 

(3) submit recommendations to the Con-
gress relating to a joint session of Congress 
for the purpose of commemorating the anni-
versary. 
SEC. 4. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Com-
mission shall be composed as follows: 

(1) Two representatives of the Department 
of Education appointed by the Secretary of 
Education, one of whom shall serve as one of 
two Co-chairpersons of the Commission. 

(2) Two representatives of the Department 
of Justice appointed by the Attorney Gen-
eral, one of whom shall serve as one of two 
Co-chairpersons of the Commission. 

(3) Eleven individuals appointed by the 
President after receiving recommendations 
as follows: 

(A)(i) The Members of the Senate from 
each State described in clause (iii) shall each 
submit the name of 1 individual from the 
State to the majority leader and minority 
leader of the Senate. 

(ii) After review of the submissions made 
under clause (i), the majority leader of the 
Senate, in consultation with the minority 
leader of the Senate, shall recommend to the 
President 5 individuals, 1 from each of the 
States described in clause (iii). 

(iii) The States described in this clause are 
the States in which the lawsuits decided by 
the Brown decision were originally filed 
(Delaware, Kansas, South Carolina, and Vir-
ginia), and the State of the first legal chal-
lenge involved (Massachusetts). 

(B)(i) The Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives from each State described in 
subparagraph (A)(iii) shall each submit the 
name of 1 individual from the State to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the minority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(ii) After review of the submissions made 
under clause (i), the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, in consultation with the 
minority leader of the House of Representa-
tives, shall recommend to the President 5 in-
dividuals, 1 from each of the States described 
in subparagraph (A)(iii). 

(C) The Delegate to the House of Rep-
resentatives from the District of Columbia 
shall recommend to the President one indi-
vidual from the District of Columbia. 

(4) Two representatives of the judicial 
branch of the Federal Government appointed 
by the Chief Justice of the United States Su-
preme Court. 

(5) Two representatives of the Brown Foun-
dation. 

(6) Two representatives of the NAACP 
Legal Defense and Education Fund. 

(7) One representative of the Brown v. 
Board of Education National Historic Site. 

(b) TERMS.—Members of the Commission 
shall be appointed for the life of the Commis-
sion. 

(c) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Commis-
sion shall be filled in the same manner as the 
original appointment. 

(d) COMPENSATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.— Members of the Commis-

sion shall serve without pay. 
(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member shall 

receive travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with ap-
plicable provisions under subchapter I of 
chapter 57 of title 5, United States Code. 

(e) QUORUM.—A majority of members of the 
Commission shall constitute a quorum. 

(f) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall hold 
its first meeting not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act. The 
Commission shall subsequently meet at the 
call of a Co-chairperson or a majority of its 
members. 

(g) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF.— The 
Commission may secure the services of an 
executive director and staff personnel as it 
considers appropriate. 
SEC. 5. POWERS. 

(a) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.—Any 
member or agent of the Commission may, if 
so authorized by the Commission, take any 
action which the Commission is authorized 
to take under this Act. 

(b) GIFTS AND DONATIONS.— 
(1) AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT.—The Commis-

sion may accept and use gifts or donations of 
money, property, or personal services. 

(2) DISPOSITION OF PROPERTY.—Any books, 
manuscripts, miscellaneous printed matter, 
memorabilia, relics, or other materials do-
nated to the Commission which relate to the 
Brown decision, shall, upon termination of 
the Commission— 

(A) be deposited for preservation in the 
Brown Foundation Collection at the Spencer 
Research Library at the University of Kan-
sas in Lawrence, Kansas; or 

(B) be disposed of by the Commission in 
consultation with the Librarian of Congress, 
and with the express consent of the Brown 
Foundation and the Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation National Historic Site. 

(c) MAILS.—The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States. 
SEC. 6. REPORTS. 

(a) INTERIM REPORTS.—The Commission 
shall transmit interim reports to the Presi-
dent and Congress not later than December 
31 of each year. Each such report shall in-
clude a description of the activities of the 
Commission during the year covered by the 
report, an accounting of any funds received 
or expended by the Commission during such 
year, and recommendations for any legisla-
tion or administrative action which the 
Commission considers appropriate. 

(b) FINAL REPORT.—The Commission shall 
transmit a final report to the President and 
Congress not later than December 31, 2004. 
Such report shall include an accounting of 
any funds received or expended, and the dis-
position of any other properties, not pre-
viously reported. 
SEC. 7. TERMINATION. 

(a) DATE.—The Commission shall termi-
nate on such date as the Commission may 
determine, but not later than February 1, 
2005. 

(b) DISPOSITION OF FUNDS.—Any funds held 
by the Commission on the date the Commis-
sion terminates shall be deposited in the 
general fund of the Treasury. 
SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated at 
total of $300,000 for fiscal years 2003 and 2004 
to carry out this Act, to remain available 
until expended. 

f 

NATIONAL VETERANS AWARENESS 
WEEK 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
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to the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 118, S. Res. 143. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 143) expressing the 

sense of Senate regarding the development of 
educational programs on veterans’ contribu-
tions to the country, and the designation of 
the week of November 11 through November 
17, 2001, as ‘‘National Veterans Awareness 
Week’’. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the resolution and 
preamble be agreed to en bloc, the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, and that any statements relating 
to the resolution be printed in the 
RECORD, with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 143) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, will appear in a fu-

ture edition of the RECORD. 
f 

THE CALENDAR 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
en bloc to the consideration of the fol-
lowing calendar items: Calendar No. 
121, S. Res. 138, Calendar No. 122, S. 
Res. 145, Calendar No. 123, S. Res. 146; 
that the resolutions be agreed to en 
bloc, the preambles be agreed to, a title 
amendment, where appropriate, be 
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, the consideration 
of these items appear separately in the 
RECORD, and that any statements relat-
ing to the resolutions be printed in the 
RECORD, without any intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NATIONAL PROSTATE CANCER 
AWARENESS MONTH 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution (S. Res. 138) designating the 
month of September as ‘‘National Pros-
tate Cancer Awareness Month,’’ which 
was reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, as 
follows: 

[Insert the part printed in italic.] 
S. RES. 138 

Whereas over 1,000,000 American families 
live with prostate cancer; 

Whereas 1 American man in 6 will be diag-
nosed with prostate cancer in his lifetime; 

Whereas prostate cancer is the most com-
monly diagnosed nonskin cancer and the sec-
ond most common cancer killer of American 
men; 

Whereas 198,100 American men will be diag-
nosed with prostate cancer and 31,500 Amer-
ican men will die of prostate cancer in 2001, 
according to American Cancer Society esti-
mates; 

Whereas fully 1⁄4 of new cases of prostate 
cancer occur in men during their prime 
working years; 

Whereas African Americans have the high-
est incidence and mortality rates of prostate 
cancer in the world; 

Whereas screening by both digit rectal ex-
amination and prostate specific antigen 
blood test (PSA) can diagnose the disease in 
earlier and more treatable stages and have 
reduced prostate cancer mortality; 

Whereas the research pipeline promises 
further improvements in prostate cancer pre-
vention, early detection, and treatments; 
and 

Whereas educating Americans, including 
health care providers, about prostate cancer 
and early detection strategies is crucial to 
saving men’s lives and preserving and pro-
tecting our families: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the month of September as 

‘‘National Prostate Cancer Awareness 
Month’’; 

(2) declares that the Federal Government 
has a responsibility— 

(A) to raise awareness about the impor-
tance of screening methods and treatment of 
prostate cancer; 

(B) to increase research funding that is 
commensurate with the burden of the disease 
so that the causes of, and improved screen-
ing, treatments, and a cure for, prostate can-
cer may be discovered; and 

(C) to continue to consider ways for im-
proving access to, and the quality of, health 
care services for detecting and treating pros-
tate cancer; and 

(3) requests the President to issue a procla-
mation calling upon the people of the United 
States, interested groups, and affected per-
sons to promote awareness of prostate can-
cer, to take an active role in the fight to end 
the devastating effects of prostate cancer on 
individuals, their families, and the economy 
and to observe the month of September 2001 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘Resolution 
designating the month of September 2001 as 
‘National Prostate Cancer Awareness 
Month’.’’. 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The resolution (S. Res. 138), as 
amended, was agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The title amendment was agreed to. 
The resolution, as amended, with its 

preamble, reads as follows: 
S. RES. 138 

Whereas over 1,000,000 American families 
live with prostate cancer; 

Whereas 1 American man in 6 will be diag-
nosed with prostate cancer in his lifetime; 

Whereas prostate cancer is the most com-
monly diagnosed nonskin cancer and the sec-
ond most common cancer killer of American 
men; 

Whereas 198,100 American men will be diag-
nosed with prostate cancer and 31,500 Amer-
ican men will die of prostate cancer in 2001, 
according to American Cancer Society esti-
mates; 

Whereas fully 1⁄4 of new cases of prostate 
cancer occur in men during their prime 
working years; 

Whereas African Americans have the high-
est incidence and mortality rates of prostate 
cancer in the world; 

Whereas screening by both digit rectal ex-
amination and prostate specific antigen 
blood test (PSA) can diagnose the disease in 
earlier and more treatable stages and have 
reduced prostate cancer mortality; 

Whereas the research pipeline promises 
further improvements in prostate cancer pre-
vention, early detection, and treatments; 
and 

Whereas educating Americans, including 
health care providers, about prostate cancer 

and early detection strategies is crucial to 
saving men’s lives and preserving and pro-
tecting our families: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the month of September 2001 

as ‘‘National Prostate Cancer Awareness 
Month’’; 

(2) declares that the Federal Government 
has a responsibility— 

(A) to raise awareness about the impor-
tance of screening methods and treatment of 
prostate cancer; 

(B) to increase research funding that is 
commensurate with the burden of the disease 
so that the causes of, and improved screen-
ing, treatments, and a cure for, prostate can-
cer may be discovered; and 

(C) to continue to consider ways for im-
proving access to, and the quality of, health 
care services for detecting and treating pros-
tate cancer; and 

(3) requests the President to issue a procla-
mation calling upon the people of the United 
States, interested groups, and affected per-
sons to promote awareness of prostate can-
cer, to take an active role in the fight to end 
the devastating effects of prostate cancer on 
individuals, their families, and the economy 
and to observe the month of September 2001 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘Resolution 
designating the month of September 2001 as 
‘National Prostate Cancer Awareness 
Month’.’’. 

f 

RECOGNIZING IMMIGRANTS 
HELPED BY HEBREW IMMIGRANT 
AID SOCIETY 

The resolution (S. Res. 145) recog-
nizing the 4,500,000 immigrants helped 
by the Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society 
was considered and agreed to and the 
preamble was agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 145 

Whereas the United States has always been 
a country of immigrants and was built on 
the hard work and dedication of generations 
of those immigrants who have gathered on 
our shores; 

Whereas, over the past 120 years, more 
than 4,500,000 migrants of all faiths have im-
migrated to the United States, Israel, and 
other safe havens around the world through 
the aid of the Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society 
(referred to in this resolution as ‘HIAS’), the 
oldest international migration and refugee 
resettlement agency in the United States; 

Whereas, since the 1970s, more than 400,000 
refugees from more than 50 countries who 
have fled areas of conflict and instability, 
danger and persecution, have resettled in the 
United States with the high quality assist-
ance of HIAS; 

Whereas outstanding individuals such as 
former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, 
artist Marc Chagall, Olympic gold-medalist 
Lenny Krayzelberg, poet and Nobel Laureate 
Joseph Brodsky, and author and res-
taurateur George Lang have been assisted by 
HIAS; 

Whereas these immigrants and refugees 
have been provided with information, coun-
seling, legal assistance, and other services, 
including outreach programs for the Rus-
sian-speaking immigrant community, with 
the assistance of HIAS; and 

Whereas on September 9, 2001, HIAS will 
celebrate the 120th anniversary of its found-
ing: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the contributions of the 

4,500,000 immigrants and refugees served by 
HIAS to the United States and democracies 
throughout the world in the arts, sciences, 
government, and in other areas; and 
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(2) requests that the President issue a 

proclamation— 
(A) recognizing September 9, 2001, as the 

120th anniversary of the founding of the He-
brew Immigrant Aid Society; and 

(B) calling on the people of the United 
States to conduct appropriate ceremonies, 
activities, and programs to demonstrate ap-
preciation for the contributions made by the 
millions of immigrants and refugees served 
by HIAS. 

f 

LOUIS ARMSTRONG DAY 

The resolution (S. Res. 146) desig-
nating August 4, 2001, as ‘‘Louis Arm-
strong Day’’ was considered and agreed 
to and the preamble was agreed to, as 
follows: 

S. RES. 146 

Whereas Louis Armstrong’s artistic con-
tribution as an instrumentalist, vocalist, ar-
ranger, and bandleader is one of the most 
significant contributions in 20th century 
American music; 

Whereas Louis Armstrong’s thousands of 
performances and hundreds of recordings cre-
ated a permanent body of musical work de-
fining American music in the 20th century, 
from which musicians continue to draw in-
spiration; 

Whereas Louis Armstrong and his 
bandmates served as international ambas-
sadors of goodwill for the United States, en-
tertaining and uplifting millions of people of 
all races around the world; 

Whereas Louis Armstrong is one of the 
most well-known, respected, and beloved Af-
rican-Americans of the 20th century; 

Whereas Louis Armstrong was born to a 
poor family in New Orleans on August 4, 1901 
and died in New York City on July 6, 1971 
having been feted by kings and presidents 
throughout the world as one of our Nation’s 
greatest musicians; and 

Whereas August 4, 2001 is the centennial of 
Louis Armstrong’s birth: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates August 4, 2001, as ‘‘Louis 

Armstrong Day’’; and 
(2) requests that the President issue a 

proclamation calling upon the people of the 
United States to observe the day with appro-
priate ceremonies and activities. 

f 

ORDER FOR RECORD TO REMAIN 
OPEN 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the RECORD remain 
open until 4:30 p.m. today for insertion 
of statements and the introduction of 
bills. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 4, 2001 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that when the Senate completes its 
business today, it adjourn until the 
hour of 10 a.m., Tuesday, September 4. 
I further ask consent that on Tuesday, 
immediately following the prayer and 
the pledge, the Journal of proceedings 
be approved to date, the morning hour 
be deemed expired, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day, and the Senate conduct a 
period of morning business until 11 

a.m., with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each, with the fol-
lowing exceptions: 

Senator THOMAS or his designee from 
10 a.m. to 10:30; Senator DURBIN or his 
designee from 10:30 until 11 a.m. 

Further, that at 11 a.m. the Senate 
begin consideration of S. 149, the Ex-
port Administration Act, and that the 
Senate recess from 12:30 to 2:15 p.m. for 
the weekly party conferences. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. I certainly hope the Pre-
siding Officer has a productive and un-
eventful break and returns with his 
usual vim and vigor, leading the Sen-
ate with the wise knowledge accumu-
lated all these years. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. REID. On Tuesday, September 4, 
the Senate will convene at 10 a.m. with 
morning business until 11 a.m. At 11 
a.m. the Senate will begin consider-
ation of the Export Administration 
Act. We will have our usual Tuesday 
conference. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M., 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 4, 2001 

Mr. REID. Therefore, if there is no 
further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate stand in adjournment under 
the provisions of H. Con. Res. 208. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 3:55 p.m., adjourned until Tuesday, 
September 4, 2001, at 10 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate August 3, 2001: 

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

MARK W. OLSON, OF MINNESOTA, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE 
SYSTEM FOR THE UNEXPIRED TERM OF FOURTEEN 
YEARS FROM FEBRUARY 1, 1996, VICE ALICE M. RIVLIN, 
RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

JACKSON MCDONALD, OF FLORIDA, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF COUN-
SELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE REPUBLIC OF THE GAMBIA. 

JOHN MALCOLM ORDWAY, OF CALIFORNIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA. 

SPECIAL PANEL ON APPEALS 

JOHN L. HOWARD, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE CHAIRMAN OF 
THE SPECIAL PANEL ON APPEALS FOR A TERM OF SIX 
YEARS, VICE BARBARA JEAN MAHONE, TERM EXPIRED. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

MARGARET M. CHIARA, OF MICHIGAN, TO BE UNITED 
STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF 
MICHIGAN FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE MI-
CHAEL HAYES DETTMER, RESIGNED. 

ROBERT J. CONRAD, JR., OF NORTH CAROLINA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE WESTERN DIS-
TRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA FOR THE TERM OF FOUR 
YEARS, VICE MARK TIMOTHY CALLOWAY, RESIGNED. 

JAMES MING GREENLEE, OF MISSISSIPPI, TO BE 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE NORTHERN DIS-
TRICT OF MISSISSIPPI FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, 
VICE CALVIN D. BUCHANAN, RESIGNED. 

TERRELL LEE HARRIS, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE UNITED 
STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF 
TENNESSEE FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE 
VERONICA FREEMAN COLEMAN, RESIGNED. 

STEPHEN BEVILLE PENCE, OF KENTUCKY, TO BE 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE WESTERN DIS-
TRICT OF KENTUCKY FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, 
VICE STEVEN S. REED, RESIGNED. 

GREGORY F. VAN TATENHOVE, OF KENTUCKY, TO BE 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF KENTUCKY FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE JO-
SEPH LESLIE FAMULARO, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

FREDERICO JUARBE, JR., OF VIRGINIA, TO BE ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF LABOR FOR VETERANS’ EMPLOY-
MENT AND TRAINING, VICE ESPIRIDION A. BORREGO. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be general 

LT. GEN. PAUL J. KERN, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. KEVIN P. BYRNES, 0000 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

SCOTT M. BURNS, OF UTAH, TO BE DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
FOR STATE AND LOCAL AFFAIRS, OFFICE OF NATIONAL 
DRUG CONTROL POLICY. (NEW POSITION) 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

JOSEPH M. CLAPP, OF NORTH CAROLINA, TO BE ADMIN-
ISTRATOR OF THE FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY 
ADMINISTRATION. (NEW POSITION) 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

THOMAS B. HEFFELFINGER, OF MINNESOTA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF MIN-
NESOTA FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE BYRON 
TODD JONES, RESIGNED. 

PATRICK LEO MEEHAN, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF PENNSYLVANIA FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, 
VICE MICHAEL RANKIN STILES, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

ELSA A. MURANO, OF TEXAS, TO BE UNDER SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE FOR FOOD SAFETY, VICE CATHERINE 
E. WOTEKI, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

MARCELLE M. WAHBA, OF CALIFORNIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE UNITED ARAB EMIRATES. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

B. JOHN WILLIAMS, JR., OF VIRGINIA, TO BE CHIEF 
COUNSEL FOR THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE AND 
AN ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL IN THE DEPARTMENT 
OF THE TREASURY, VICE STUART L. BROWN, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

JAY S. BYBEE, OF NEVADA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT AT-
TORNEY GENERAL, VICE RANDOLPH D. MOSS, RESIGNED. 

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

SUSAN SCHMIDT BIES, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL 
RESERVE SYSTEM FOR A TERM OF FOURTEEN YEARS 
FROM FEBRUARY 1, 1998, VICE SUSAN MEREDITH PHIL-
LIPS, RESIGNED. 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate August 3, 2001: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

KENNETH W. DAM, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE DEPUTY SEC-
RETARY OF THE TREASURY. 

MICHELE A. DAVIS, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY. 

JAMES GURULE, OF MICHIGAN, TO BE UNDER SEC-
RETARY OF THE TREASURY FOR ENFORCEMENT. 

PETER R. FISHER, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE AN UNDER 
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

MICHAEL J. GARCIA, OF NEW YORK, TO BE AN ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE. 

LINDA MYSLIWY CONLIN, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE AN 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

HENRIETTA HOLSMAN FORE, OF NEVADA, TO BE DIREC-
TOR OF THE MINT FOR A TERM OF FIVE YEARS. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

MICHAEL MINORU FAWN LIU, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE AN 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DE-
VELOPMENT. 

MELODY H. FENNEL, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

DAVID A. SAMPSON, OF TEXAS, TO BE ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF COMMERCE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

JEFFREY R. HOLMSTEAD, OF COLORADO, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY. 

GEORGE TRACY MEHAN, III, OF MICHIGAN, TO BE AN 
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY. 

JUDITH ELIZABETH AYRES, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AN 
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

RICHARD J. EGAN, OF MASSACHUSETTS, TO BE AMBAS-
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO IRELAND. 

VINCENT MARTIN BATTLE, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA, A CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN 
SERVICE, CLASS OF COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR 
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF LEB-
ANON. 

RICHARD HENRY JONES, OF NEBRASKA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE STATE OF KUWAIT. 

CRAIG ROBERTS STAPLETON, OF CONNECTICUT, TO BE 
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE CZECH RE-
PUBLIC. 

ROBERT GEERS LOFTIS, OF COLORADO, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE KINGDOM OF LESOTHO. 

DANIEL R. COATS, OF INDIANA, TO BE AMBASSADOR 
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE FEDERAL REPUB-
LIC OF GERMANY. 

THEODORE H. KATTOUF, OF MARYLAND, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC. 

MAUREEN QUINN, OF NEW JERSEY, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF COUN-
SELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE STATE OF QATAR. 

JOSEPH GERARD SULLIVAN, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
CAREER MINISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF ZIMBABWE. 

JOHNNY YOUNG, OF MARYLAND, A CAREER MEMBER OF 
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF CAREER MIN-
ISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLEN-
IPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO 
THE REPUBLIC OF SLOVENIA. 

EDWARD WILLIAM GNEHM, JR., OF GEORGIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
CAREER MINISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE HASHEMITE KINGDOM OF JORDAN. 

R. NICHOLAS BURNS, OF MASSACHUSETTS, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE UNITED STATES PERMA-
NENT REPRESENTATIVE ON THE COUNCIL OF THE NORTH 
ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION, WITH THE RANK AND 
STATUS OF AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI-
POTENTIARY. 

EDMUND JAMES HULL, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEM-
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MIN-
ISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF YEMEN. 

NANCY GOODMAN BRINKER, OF FLORIDA, TO BE AM-
BASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF 
HUNGARY. 

CHRISTOPHER WILLIAM DELL, OF NEW JERSEY, A CA-
REER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF ANGOLA. 

JEANNE L. PHILLIPS, OF TEXAS, TO BE REPRESENTA-
TIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE ORGA-
NIZATION FOR ECONOMIC COOPERATION AND DEVELOP-
MENT, WITH THE RANK OF AMBASSADOR. 

INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

CAROLE BROOKINS, OF INDIANA, TO BE UNITED STATES 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE INTERNATIONAL BANK 
FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT FOR A TERM 
OF TWO YEARS. 

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND 

RANDAL QUARLES, OF UTAH, TO BE UNITED STATES 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE INTERNATIONAL MONE-
TARY FUND FOR A TERM OF TWO YEARS. 

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION 

ROSS J. CONNELLY, OF MAINE, TO BE EXECUTIVE VICE 
PRESIDENT OF THE OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT 
CORPORATION. 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

PATRICK M. CRONIN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE AN ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE UNITED 
STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

ROBERT E. FABRICANT, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY. 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DANIEL R. LEVINSON, OF MARYLAND, TO BE INSPEC-
TOR GENERAL, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

THERESA ALVILLAR-SPEAKE, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE 
DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF MINORITY ECONOMIC IM-
PACT, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

JEFFREY WILLIAM RUNGE, OF NORTH CAROLINA, TO 
BE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAF-
FIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION. 

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 

JOHN ARTHUR HAMMERSCHMIDT, OF ARKANSAS, TO BE 
A MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFE-
TY BOARD FOR THE REMAINDER OF THE TERM EXPIRING 
DECEMBER 31, 2002. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

OTTO WOLFF, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF COMMERCE. 

OTTO WOLFF, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE CHIEF FINANCIAL 
OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE. 

NANCY VICTORY, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF COMMERCE FOR COMMUNICATIONS AND IN-
FORMATION. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

H.T. JOHNSON, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF THE NAVY. 

JOHN P. STENBIT, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. 

MICHAEL L. DOMINGUEZ, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE. 

NELSON F. GIBBS, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AN ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE. 

MARIO P. FIORI, OF GEORGIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY. 

RONALD M. SEGA, OF COLORADO, TO BE DIRECTOR OF 
DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING. 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

CLAUDE M. KICKLIGHTER, OF GEORGIA, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS (POLICY 
AND PLANNING). 

JOHN A. GAUSS, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS (INFORMATION AND 
TECHNOLOGY). 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES’ COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

JANET REHNQUIST, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE INSPECTOR 
GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERV-
ICES. 

ALEX AZAR II, OF MARYLAND, TO BE GENERAL COUN-
SEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

JOHN LESTER HENSHAW, OF MISSOURI, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY OF LABOR. 

EMILY STOVER DEROCCO, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE 
AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF LABOR. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

MARTIN J. SILVERSTEIN, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE 
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE ORIENTAL 
REPUBLIC OF URUGUAY. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

ROSARIO MARIN, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE TREASURER 
OF THE UNITED STATES. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

JON M. HUNTSMAN, JR., OF UTAH, TO BE A DEPUTY 
UNITED STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, WITH THE 
RANK OF AMBASSADOR. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

ROBERT D. MCCALLUM, JR., OF GEORGIA, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL. 

THE JUDICIARY 

LYNN LEIBOVITZ, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE AN ASSOCIATE JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR THE TERM OF FIFTEEN 
YEARS. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601 AND TO BE APPOINTED AS CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED 
STATES AIR FORCE UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTION 8033: 

To be general 

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF GEN. JOHN P. JUMPER. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF LT. GEN. PAUL V. HESTER. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be general 

ARMY NOMINATION OF LT. GEN. LARRY R. ELLIS. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT-
MENT IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF 
IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF LT. GEN. EARL B. 
HAILSTON. 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. CHRISTOPHER C. AMES. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. MICHAEL C. BACHMANN. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. REUBIN B. BOOKERT. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. STANLEY D. BOZIN. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. JEFFREY A. BROOKS. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. CHARLES T. BUSH. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. JOHN D. BUTLER. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. JEFFREY B. CASSIAS. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. BRUCE W. CLINGAN. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. DONNA L. CRISP. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. WILLIAM D. CROWDER. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. PATRICK W. DUNNE. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. DAVID A. GOVE. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. RICHARD D. JASKOT. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. STEPHEN E. JOHNSON. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. GARY R. JONES. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. JAMES D. KELLY. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. DONALD P. LOREN. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. JOSEPH MAGUIRE. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. ROBERT T. MOELLER. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. ROBERT B. MURRETT. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. ROBERT D. REILLY JR. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. JACOB L. SHUFORD. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. PAUL S. STANLEY. 
NAVY NOMINATION OF CAPT. PATRICK M. WALSH. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING BYUNG H * AHN AND 
ENDING ELIZABETH S * YOUNGBERG, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JULY 12, 2001. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING MICHAEL K. 
TOELLNER AND ENDING MICHAEL T. ZIEGLER, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JULY 24, 
2001. 
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IN HONOR OF JUKE VAN OSS

HON. PETER HOEKSTRA
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to honor my constituent Juke Van Oss. Juke
has been involved in West Michigan radio for
50 years, but August 12 does not just mark
the anniversary of his involvment in radio—it
also serves as a reminder of over 50 years of
community involvement in areas that extend
far beyond the airwaves. Juke’s service has
ranged from the Saugutuck School Board and
Village Council, including three years as
Mayor, to a position as President of the
Chamber of Commerce and a seat on the Re-
gion 8 Criminal Justice Planning Council.

Juke got his start in radio during World War
II. Shortly after being transferred out of Air
Force radio school to the infantry, he was sent
to Luzon where he was given 50 pounds of
radio equipment to carry around the Pacific
theater. After discharge Juke remained in-
volved in radio, earning his Ham license and
applying to be an engineer at WHTC 1450
AM. On August 10, 1951 he got his First
Class license in Chicago, and his career
began two days later.

Juke’s big break came one morning when
the host didn’t arrive on time. He spent an
hour on the air, the people loved him, and
when the morning slot opened up he had a
new job. Juke tried a number of different
shows and formats, and it was 40 years ago
that he settled into something that suited his
amiable nature: He began hosting ‘‘Talk of the
Town,’’ the mid-morning show that made him
famous.

Over 50 year Juke has entertained more lis-
teners than can numbered, and he has seen
many people come and go. He has worked
with folks who went on to their own successful
careers in radio and television, and he has
worked through changes in listeners, changes
in topics, changes in partners, changes in for-
mats, and changes in technology. Through it
all Juke Van Oss has remained the constant.

f

THE SKIP ENTERTAINMENT
COMPANY

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD
OF GUAM

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this occasion to commend the
SKIP Entertainment Company. The group was
originally formed in 1982 as a project of Chil-
dren’s Productions known as Sunshine Kids In
Production (SKIP). Based on Guam and com-
prised of local talent, this group has enter-
tained as well as brought tremendous honors
to the island. Under the direction of Lee and
Teri Knapp and instructors, Chad Knapp, Tina

D’Amato, Brian Thomas and Glenn Packard,
members of SKIP recently won awards at the
2001 Showstopper National Dance Finals in
San Antonio, Texas.

During the five-day competition, a panel of
five judges reviewed over seven hundred
dance routines. The five highest scoring en-
tries in the junior division, comprised of kids
age 12 and under, as well as the five highest
scoring entries in the senior division, com-
prised of kids age 13 and over, were guaran-
teed slots to perform at the 2001 Showstopper
Television Special.

SKIP’s rendition of ‘‘Robot,’’ choreographed
by Dee Caspary, was performed before a
packed house at the San Antonio Auditorium
and earned the group the 2001 Showstopper
National Junior Championship. Dancers on
this routine comprised of Brian Aflague, Deena
Aguon, Ryan Brasuel, Chloe Kernaghan,
Maho Kogure, Shiina Kuniyoshi, Danielle Leon
Guerrero, Ali McCully, Dorian Nelson, Giana
Pangelinan, Mariesa Quitugua, Ryan Ruiz,
Lauren Santos, Tawyna Unsiog and Patrick
Wolff.

‘‘Quiet,’’ choreographed for the senior com-
pany by former SKIP dancer Michael Lomeka,
was also one of the top five acts in their divi-
sion selected for the television special. The
senior company members include Janelle
Cruz, Thomas Cruz, Stacy Eustaquio, Tony
Francisco, Janet Hetzel, Claressa Johnston,
Nicloe King, Mia McCully, Beatrix Poh, Cora
Rivera, Tracy Sablan, and Tawnee Unsiog.

In addition to the national championship title
won by the junior company, SKIP won a num-
ber of other awards. The SKIP performance of
‘‘Kansas City’’ received the highest score for
all dancers under age 9. Dancers include Ash-
ley Arizala, Brian Esperon, Alyssa Mariano,
Shayana Mariano, Anjenette Pineda, Tammy
Ramirez, DeMario Scimio, Taylor Toves, Tara
Unsiog, Teesha Unsiog, Regine Vida, and
Kristine Vo. SKIP members also won the Sen-
ior Large Group Championship, Senior Line
Second Place, Junior Large Group Third
Place, and Junior Small Group Third Place.

Having had the chance to view the perform-
ances of these kids, I can attest to the fact
that these kids are outstanding artists and en-
tertainers who have worked hard to deserve
the honors bestowed upon them. Through
their exceptional talents and notable achieve-
ments, the SKIP kids have brought recognition
upon themselves and the island of Guam.

On behalf of the people of Guam, I would
like to commend everyone who played a part
in the success of the SKIP kids. I wish them
continued success and the best in their future
undertakings.

f

HONORING DR. TIMOTHY M.
STEARNS

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today to honor Dr. Timothy M. Stearns for his

innovative work in the field of education. He
has been active in various areas of education,
including teaching, researching, launching new
programs, and journal editing.

Dr. Stearns received his Bachelor’s degree
in Sociology from San Jose State University.
He went on to obtain his Master’s in Business
Administration and his Doctorate in Manage-
ment and Sociology, both from Indiana Univer-
sity. Dr. Stearns has been a member of the
Management faculty at the University of Wis-
consin, Madison and Marquette University.

Dr. Stearns serves on the editorial board of
three academic journals, and is the author of
more than 50 research articles and presen-
tations. Dr. Stearns has lectured on entrepre-
neurship, strategic planning, and corporate re-
engineering to executives in various countries,
including Poland, Japan, and the People’s Re-
public of China. In 1996, Professor Stearns
founded the Institute for Developing Entrepre-
neurial Action (IDEA). IDEA works with stu-
dents and local entrepreneurs to help move
their dreams toward reality.

Dr. Stearns is currently the Coleman Foun-
dation Endowed Chair in Entrepreneurial Stud-
ies at the Craig School of Business at Cali-
fornia State University, Fresno. In addition, Dr.
Stearns is directing the development of the
Center for Innovation and Entrepreneurship on
the CSUF campus. The Center will house a
creativity lab, a technology transfer center, a
venture capital fund, and curriculum for under-
graduate and graduate students.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to honor Dr. Tim-
othy M. Stearns for his dedication to edu-
cation. I urge my colleagues to join me in
wishing Dr. Stearns many more years of con-
tinued success.

f

A TRIBUTE TO GERTIE COLE

HON. SAM FARR
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to celebrate and salute Ms. Gertie Cole
of Watsonville, California. Ms. Cole is my con-
stituent, and last month she was awarded one
of five national Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis
Awards for volunteer service to the commu-
nity. As many of my colleagues, friends, and
constituents know, community service is
something that I strongly believe in, and it is
with pride that I honor Ms. Cole here in the
United States Congress.

Ms. Cole received the Regional Jefferson
Award earlier this year from the American In-
stitute of Public Service. She and the other re-
cipients of this award came from all over the
United States to the International Trade Cen-
ter in Washington, D.C. to attend the 2001 Na-
tional Jefferson Awards Gala Dinner, held on
June 12, 2001. Of the many regional hon-
orees, only five were chosen to receive the
Onassis Award, and I am thrilled that Ms. Cole
was among them. This award is designed to
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recognize a few of the countless individuals
across the country who are performing ex-
traordinary public services in their local com-
munities. Some are paid; others are volun-
teers; most are unrecognized.

Mr. Speaker, I join with Ms. Cole’s family
and friends in congratulating her on this occa-
sion. She is an example to those in her com-
munity and across the nation, and I am proud
to be able to pay tribute to her here.

f

HONORING A GREAT AMERICAN—
SHERIFF CORDELL WAINWRIGHT

HON. JACK KINGSTON
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
with great pleasure to honor a great American.
Sheriff Cordell Wainwright, after 20 years of
service to the state of Georgia and, more spe-
cifically, Brantley County, has decided to re-
tire.

When Sheriff Wainwright was first elected in
1971, he was the youngest ever elected to
that position in Georgia history. His hard work
and dedication to law enforcement have gone
unmatched since that day. Throughout the
next 30 years, Sheriff Wainwright brought in
more drug arrests than anyone in Brantley
County history, including the county’s largest
single drug bust. In fact, it was his information
and assistance that led to neighboring Glynn
County’s largest single drug bust as well.

As extensive as his law enforcement record
is, Sheriff Wainwright’s greatest achievements
may not have come about in the field. Many
believe his greatest legacy came through his
work in the classrooms and churches of our
communities. He started a Junior Deputy Pro-
gram in the schools that taught students the
dangers of drug use. This program is still
going on today and continues to work at a
more cost efficient rate than Georgia’s
D.A.R.E. program, while achieving better re-
sults.

Sheriff Cordell Wainwright has been nomi-
nated for and won many awards throughout
his career, including the Brantley County Cit-
izen of the Year. Many people owe their lives
to him and our streets are safer because of
him. He is a true American hero.

May God Bless him in his future endeavors.
He certainly blessed us when He sent Sheriff
Wainwright to us.

f

HONORING TRACEE EVANS

HON. KEN BENTSEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, Au-
gust 3, 2001, one of Houston’s prized report-
ers will be recognized for her top notch work
by the Association for Women in Communica-
tions and the 2001 Clarion Awards at the Ren-
aissance Harborplace Hotel in Baltimore,
Maryland. Ms. Tracee Evans, of KTRH radio
in Houston, Texas, will be awarded this pres-
tigious award for her documentary on the
struggle in Kosovo.

The Association for Women in Communica-
tions is a professional organization which

champions the advancement of women across
all communication disciplines by recognizing
excellence and promoting leadership. The
Clarion Awards is a renowned competition rec-
ognizing excellence in many fields of commu-
nications. One Clarion Award is given in each
field of communications to an exemplary entry
and it is judged on quality, substance, style,
originality and achievement of the objective.

Ms. Tracee Evans’ hard work and creativity
distinguish her in the field of Communications.
Her documentary on Kosovo is just one exam-
ple of the many creative and insightful pieces
she has created. Her ingenuity serves as a
guide for future generations of communication
professionals and more notably, her personal
accomplishments serve as a model for women
wishing to follow in her path.

Mr. Speaker, I join the Association for
Women in Communications, the Clarion
Awards, Ms. Evans’ family, and her colleagues
at KTRH in applauding Ms. Evans’ diligence in
the field of Communications and I look forward
to sharing in her future work.

f

THE 77TH INFANTRY DIVISION OF
THE UNITED STATES ARMY

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD
OF GUAM

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I had
mentioned in an earlier speech that Guam,
each year, sets aside the twenty-first of July
as a day to commemorate the landing of the
Third Marine Division on the shores of Asan
and the First Marine Provisional Brigade, sup-
ported by the 77th Infantry of the U.S. Army,
in Agat. Over the years, the U.S. Marines, due
to the massive casualties they suffered in this
campaign have taken the center stage in our
commemorations and celebrations. Today, I
would like to expound on the contributions of
the United States Army—particularly the 77th
Infantry Division, towards liberating the people
of Guam from their captors fifty-seven years
ago.

The 77th Division was first organized on Au-
gust 25, 1917. A unit comprised of twenty
thousand men, it was composed of men from
all walks of life. Among these men were first
generation immigrants who, upon finding free-
dom on American soil, accepted the noble
duty of protecting it. The 77th was the first
Army division to reach France in World War
I—gaining fame in the Meuse Argonne Offen-
sive.

Deactivated in May 1919, the division was
reactivated for World War II in the spring of
1942. Taking less than 40 days to assemble,
the 77th trained for more than a year before
being tasked to play a major part in the Pacific
theater of the war. The oldest U.S. Army in-
fantry unit at the time, the 77th made their ini-
tial landing on Guam.

Touching ground on the southern part of the
island on July 21, 1944, the 77th, along with
the Marines, pushed north through thickly
mined roads, subjected to heavy artillery fire.
Roughly, two weeks later, the end to the fight-
ing was virtually at hand. By August 8, the last
Japanese stronghold on the island, Mount
Santa Rosa, was captured by the 77th Divi-
sion. This marked the end of organized resist-
ance on the island. By August 10, the official

conclusion of the Guam campaign was de-
clared.

This, however, did not put an end to the
fighting. Soldiers, sailors and Marines were to
spend many more weeks clearing the jungles
and mountains of Guam of resisting strag-
glers. The 77th would eventually spend May
and June of 1945 on the front lines in Oki-
nawa, often engaged in hand-to-hand combat.
The final tally on Guam by August 10, 1944,
came to 7,800 casualties, of whom 2,124 were
killed in action or died of wounds. Of this total,
the Army accounted for 839, the Navy for 245,
and the Marines for 6,716.

Every year since World War II, the liberation
of Guam is commemorated as a time of sol-
emn contemplation and remembrance. It was
a highly noble struggle of Americans liberating
a captive people who happened to be fellow
Americans. This serves as a reminder of the
spirit of freedom and democracy and the high
cost paid to maintain it. The people of Guam
are eternally grateful for the contributions of
their fellow Americans in the liberation of
Guam. As liberators fifty-seven years ago,
they deemed that no sacrifice was too great.
The people of Guam now consider that no act
was too small to merit their undying apprecia-
tion and affection. Those who aided in the is-
land’s liberation after years of brutal captivity
are equally held in the highest esteem. On be-
half of a grateful people, I express my sin-
cerest thanks. Si Yu’os Ma’ase’.

f

HONORING SAM TOLEDO

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate Sam Toledo for his con-
tributions to the local restaurant industry and
his success as a restaurateur. Sam has three
Mexican restaurants that are operated in Fres-
no, California.

At the age of fourteen, Sam came from
Guanajuato, Mexico hoping to find work so he
could help his parents financially. He began
working as a farm laborer, then was hired as
a dishwasher at a local restaurant. This was
Sam’s first Job in the restaurant industry.
Within two years he worked his way from dish-
washer to bussing tables to assistant cook.

Sam married at the age of 18 and continued
working in the restaurant industry. He worked
at various restaurants as a cook, server, bar-
tender, and head chef A few years later Sam
helped a friend open a Mexican restaurant. He
put his industry knowledge to work by helping
his friend open the restaurant and serving as
general manager of the new establishment.
That restaurant chain now has three res-
taurants in Fresno and one in Oakhurst, CA.

After working as general manager of all four
restaurants over ten years, Sam was ready to
open his own business. Mr. Toledo started
with an empty building, prepared the res-
taurant by himself and billed all expenses to
his line of credit. After eight months of hard
work, Sam opened the first Toledo’s Mexican
Restaurant on September 5, 1991. In Feb-
ruary of 1995, Sam opened the second Tole-
do’s Mexican Restaurant and three months
later opened the third. Mr. Toledo used his ex-
perience in the restaurant industry to help
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three of his nephews open their own busi-
nesses. Toledo’s Mexican Restaurants remain
successful in the Fresno community.

Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate Sam
Toledo for his contributions to the local busi-
ness community. I urge my colleagues to join
me in wishing Mr. Toledo many more years of
continued success.

f

A TRIBUTE TO HENRY J. MELLO

HON. SAM FARR
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor Mr. Henry J. Mello, a native of
Watsonville, California. Mr. Mello has worked
for many years as a public servant and he has
made significant contributions to the Central
Coast of California.

Mr. Mello was born on March 24,1923, and
studied at Hartnell College in Salinas. Working
with his father, Mr. Mello established a farming
business in 1940. He founded the Mello Pack-
ing Company and later, the Central Industrial
Sales Company.

In the mid-1950’s, Mr. Mello became active
in many local charitable and nonprofit organi-
zations. He became more deeply involved in
public service in 1966 when he was elected to
the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors,
on which he served until 1974. Two years
later, Mr. Mello was elected to the California
State Assembly. During his tenure lasting two
terms, Mr. Mello was Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Aging and also an influential mem-
ber of the Ways and Means Committee. In
1980, Mr. Mello was elected to the State Sen-
ate, where he served on the Senate Rules
Committee and was elected Majority Whip. He
retired from the California State Senate in De-
cember 1996.

Some of Mr. Mello’s greatest contributions
have been to the environment and educational
community of the Central Coast. He played an
integral role in the creation of the Monterey
Bay National Marine Sanctuary. He worked to
preserve open spaces and develop the agri-
culture industry on the Central Coast. Mr.
Mello was also instrumental in the founding of
the University of California, Santa Cruz. He re-
cently donated his extensive personal papers
to the Regional History Project of the univer-
sity’s library, which will allow others the oppor-
tunity to learn from his work.

Mr. Mello’s public service has improved the
quality of life on the Central Coast and in the
state of California. He has made great con-
tributions to his family, friends, and neighbors,
and his lifelong dedication to public service is
commendable. It is a pleasure to express my
appreciation of his effort and accomplish-
ments.

f

HONORING THE SAVANNAH
DIAMOND DAWGS

HON. JACK KINGSTON
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, it is my dis-
tinct honor and pleasure to rise today on be-

half of a competitive and outstanding baseball
team of exceptional young men. On Saturday
July 21, 2001 at Al Rollins Park in Dalton
Georgia, the Savannah Diamond Dawgs 10
and under baseball team closed out the post
season and took home the machine pitch
baseball state championship. I would like to
join in and be a part in celebrating their vic-
tory.

The Diamond Dawgs under the leadership
of coaches David Elliott, Bruce Powell and
Kirk Miles, over a three-day stretch defeated
Whitefield Co. 14–1, North Hall Co. 10–7, St.
Simons Island 7–3, and North Hall Co. 6–2.

Congratulations on a job well done to the
players of the Diamond Dawgs Andrew
Drough, Thomas Carter, Travis Jaudon, Jamel
Miles, David Elliott, Corey Jaudon, Matt Kuhn,
Matthew Lee, Jimmy Blakewood, John Coker,
Evan Powell, and Ryan Westen.

This team is firm in the principles of team-
work, commitment, and excellence. We all
could learn from their example and the best of
luck to the defending champions throughout
the course of next season.

f

HONORING THE GRAND OPENING
OF THE EMERY/WEINER SCHOOL

HON. KEN BENTSEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in rec-
ognition the all new Emery-Weiner School in
southwest Houston. This $14 million edu-
cational facility combines the 23 year old I.
Weiner Jewish Secondary School and the
brand new Emery High School to form the
Emery-Weiner School. This expansion com-
bines the quality education offered at the I.
Weiner Jewish Secondary School with the cut-
ting edge facility of the new campus.

This fall as homerooms fill for the first time
at the Emery-Weiner School students will ben-
efit from the formation of these two institu-
tions. The state-of-the-art facilities at the new
campus will include art and music rooms, as
well as a theater, emphasizing the important
role the arts play in education. The campus
also houses a multi-court gymnasium, cultural
arts facility, computer and science labs. The
twelve acres in southwest Houston on which
the campus sits is surrounded by several
more acres of accessible playing fields. The
campus will provide tremendous opportunities
to students.

On Thursday, September 20, 2001, the
Emery-Weiner School will celebrate the open-
ing of this new campus with a special event
honoring two of its many benefactors, Mr. Joe
Kaplan and Mr. Joe Komfeld. The proceeds
from this celebration will benefit the ‘‘Joe
Fund,’’ a fund appropriately named for these
two founding fathers. Mr. Kaplan and Mr.
Komfeld contributed countless hours to seeing
this project come to fruition. Their selfless of-
ferings make them role models for the stu-
dents who will benefit from their efforts.

The ‘‘Joe Fund’’ was created to bolster
teacher enhancement programs and projects.
It will be used to purchase materials to provide
teachers the necessary means to incorporate
creativity and ingenuity into their everyday
classroom. I applaud the leadership of the
countless teachers and volunteers who con-

tributed to the erection of this new campus
and recognize the commitment of these indi-
viduals to providing opportunities through edu-
cation to our young people.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the many peo-
ple who contributed to the construction of the
Emery-Weiner School, and I look forward to
seeing the many ways in which the innovative
voice of this institution will help to educate and
shape the minds of Houstonians. There is no
doubt, this school will soon serve as a model
for other schools across the nation.

f

GUAM NATIONAL GUARD

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD
OF GUAM

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, on July
21, 1981, thirty-two residents of Guam were
sworn in as members of the Guam National
Guard giving birth to the nation’s newest and
westernmost National Guard unit. As the
Guam National Guard celebrates its 20th anni-
versary, we celebrate it’s accomplishments
and recognize its roots and traditions as part
of the oldest component of the Armed Forces
and one of the longest enduring American in-
stitutions.

The National Guard has a distinct and hon-
ored place in American history. Tracing its
roots to the formation of the Militia of the Mas-
sachusetts Bay Colony in October 7, 1636, its
men and women have served in every conflict
involving the United States. On Guam, citizen
soldiers date back to the first military organiza-
tion on island first organized in 1771 by the
Spanish colonial governor. Within the next two
hundred years a number of succeeding militias
were organized and later disbanded.

However, it is of note that, prior to the Japa-
nese occupation of Guam during World War II,
the defense of the island fell upon the shoul-
ders of a handful of Marines, several sailors,
the Guam ancillary guard and Guam militia
which consisted of civilian reserve forces. The
insular force, a locally-manned militia, were
the ones who faced the Japanese invasion
force. Although easily overwhelmed, it is ironic
that the only ones who put up a defense
against the invaders were citizen soldiers—
members of the Guam insular guard who had
set up some machine gun nests in defense of
the Plaza de Espana and at the Governor’s of-
fices.

On December 4, 1980, President Jimmy
Carter signed into law P.L. 96-600, officially
authorizing the establishment of the Guam Na-
tional Guard. Deriving honor and traditions
from the citizen soldiers who came before
them, the thirty-two charter members of the
Guam National Guard together have made
possible the development of the world-class
organization for which we now take pride.

Under the leadership of Generals Robert
Neitz, Frank Torres, Simon Krevitzky, Edward
Perez, Edward Duenas, Colonels Ramon
Sudo and Robert Cockey and the current ad-
jutant general, Benny Paulino, the Guam Na-
tional Guard has been able to develop as a
world class organization. Comprised of the
Guam Army National Guard and the Guam Air
National Guard, this institution has now grown
to over 1,000 members performing missions
for the federal and territorial governments. In
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addition to periodic deployments in support of
military activities all over the world, the Guam
National Guard has been instrumental in re-
covery efforts on island in the aftermath of
emergencies and natural disasters. They have
also made tremendous contributions towards
mentoring and the development of the island’s
youth and they have also assisted the local
community in its campaign against illegal
drugs.

On this, their 20th anniversary, I would like
to commend the men and women of the
Guam National Guard for their contributions
towards the security of our nation and the well
being of our island. I would also like to submit
for the RECORD the names of the Guam Na-
tional Guard’s 32 charter members who, twen-
ty years ago continued the traditions of their
forebears and paved the way for today’s men
and women on the Guam National Guard.

GUAM NATIONAL GUARD CHARTER MEMBERS

AIR NATIONAL GUARD

Brig. Gen. Robert H. Neitz; TSgt George R.
Quichocho; SSgt Raymond L. Taimanglo;
SrA Juan G. San Nicolas; SrA Alfred Flores;
SrA George C. Pablo; SrA Carlos E.
Umayam; A1C Prudencio F. Meno

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD

CPT Arthur W. Meilicke; 2LT Molly A.
Benavente; 2LT Michael G. Martinez; CW2
Charles Guantlett; W01 Charles W. Walters;
SSG Roland M. Chargualaf; SSG Benjamin B.
Garrido; SSG Ladislao C. Quintanilla; SSG
Carlos R. Untalan; SGT Edward R. Blas; SGT
Charles F. Moore; SGT Joseph J. Sablan;
SGT Thomas R. Wolford; SP4 Dedia T.
Kellum; SP4 Raymond C. Benavente; SP4 Ri-
cardo Camacho; SP4 Lorenzo M. Manibusan;
SP4 James E. Thurman; PFC Raymond P.
Cruz; PFC David G. Rodriguez; PFC Jesse R.
Camacho; PV1 Marceline I. Castro; PV1
Marcie T. Paulino; PV1 Jeffrey I. Santos
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CONTRIBUTION OF HMONG/LAO
VETERANS

HON. TIM HOLDEN
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to salute
and honor the important work of Hmong and
Lao-Americans in my district in Pennsylvania
for their efforts on behalf of their community in
Reading and their former homeland of Laos.
Many of them are veterans, or the family
members of veterans, who served with the
United States military and clandestine forces
during the Vietnam War, and who have now
become proud U.S. citizens.

As new Americans, the Hmong and Lao
people from Reading, and other parts of Penn-
sylvania, are still very concerned about their
suffering families and friends still being op-
pressed by the one-party Communist regime
in Laos. Many of my constituents recently trav-
eled from Pennsylvania to Capitol Hill to par-
ticipate in the U.S. Congressional forum on
Laos. At the forum, they offered testimony and
evidence regarding human rights abuses in
Laos, including: religious persecution against
Christians and Buddhists; the oppression of
ethnic minorities; and the crackdown against

peaceful student demonstrators. The Lao Vet-
erans of America helped to make this effort a
success by raising awareness in Congress
about the ongoing problems in Laos. Important
community leaders that have participated in-
clude Mr. Tong Vue, Mr. Nhia Pao Vue, Rev-
erend Song Chai Hang, Long Yang, and oth-
ers. I am also very grateful to Mr. Philip Smith
for his work in Washington, D.C. and the U.S.
Congress with regard to Laos and Southeast
Asia, and with the Asian American community
in my district.

Mr. Speaker, I am very proud to represent
the Hmong and Lao-American citizens in my
Congressional district, including the veterans
and their refugee families, who were staunch
allies of the United States during the Vietnam
War. It is important for us to recognize and
commend them. It is also important not to for-
get their relatives and friends who continue to
suffer terrible human rights abuses in Laos as
a result of their devotion to the cause of free-
dom and democracy.

To the Hmong and Lao-American commu-
nity, and the Lao Veterans of America, I salute
you and thank you for your commitment to the
principles of freedom, democracy, and human
rights. I appreciate the productive role that you
are playing in our community as patriotic new
Americans and good citizens.

f

RADNOR TOWNSHIP CELEBRATES
CENTENNIAL YEAR

HON. CURT WELDON
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker,
I am proud to offer congratulations to Radnor
Township in Delaware County, Pennsylvania,
which is celebrating its centennial this year.

Founded in 1682 by 40 Quakers from
Radnorshire, Wales, Radnor Township is a
thriving community with a rich history. The
land that is now Radnor was purchased as a
5,000-acre parcel from William Penn at a cost
of one British pound per 50-acre lot. Prior to
settlement by the Welsh, the Lenni Lenape In-
dians made their home here.

By 1717, the Welsh Friends society began
to establish a government in the township.
They erected a meetinghouse on a former
Conestoga Indian trail, now known as Con-
estoga Road. The meetinghouse served as
the center of the population of the Township
for the next 200 years, with Radnorville grow-
ing rapidly around it.

The power of Darby and Ithan creeks
helped the settlers establish tanneries, grist-
mills, and sawmills, and allowed them to clear
nearby fields for farming. Land that is now
preserved as open space at The Willows was
once the Township’s busiest commercial area.

Thanks to its fortuitous location between
Lancaster and Philadelphia, Radnor quickly
became a favorite passageway for travelers.
At one time, four inns operated in the town.
One of these inns, the Sorrel Horse, is be-
lieved to have accommodated General Lafay-
ette and George Washington during the en-
campment at Valley Forge. Today, this is the
location of the Agnes Irwin Lower School.

The development of America’s first toll road
in 1794, Lancaster Turnpike, brought more de-
velopment and traffic to the town. Additional
traffic to the township came when the Colum-
bia (later Pennsylvania) Railroad laid tracks
through the township in 1832.

In 1842, the Brothers of the Order of Her-
mits of St. Augustine established the Catholic
College of St. Thomas of Villanova on one of
the first great estates in Radnor. Today,
Villanova University is a valued neighbor in
the community, and just one of several well-
known and respected educational institutions
located within the township.

The history of the village of Wayne began in
1865 when banker J. Henry Askin bought a
300-acre parcel along the railroad. He named
this parcel Louella, for two of his daughters,
and built a mansion, a Presbyterian Church,
Lyceum Hall, and an avenue (Bloomingdale)
of mansard-roofed villas on this property.

In the 1880’s, Louella changed hands and
was renamed Anthony Wayne after a local
Revolutionary War figure. Wayne became one
of the country’s first suburban communities to
be served by a central heating system, a pub-
lic water supply, sewers, and electricity. The
development of such a high-quality public
works system led the township’s population to
double to 3,800 between 1880 and 1890.

By the early 1900’s Radnor Township Com-
missioners knew that the township needed a
more elaborate governmental structure. On
March 12, 1901, they elected to adopt the sta-
tus of a First Class Township. This new form
of government provided representation to both
the suburban villages of Wayne, Rosemont,
and Bryn Mawr, as well as the more pastoral
districts of Villanova, Newtown Square, St. Da-
vid’s, and Radnor.

Today, Radnor Township is a culturally, eth-
nically, and economically diverse community.
With its status as one of the best places to
live in the Philadelphia region and continued
high standard of living and education, Radnor
Township is a community that residents can
be proud to call home.

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and my colleagues
to join me in congratulating Radnor Township
during its centennial year as the citizens of
Radnor begin an exciting new century.
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GENGHIS KHAN FURNITURE

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD
OF GUAM

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, in 1971,
Robert and Anna Kao came to Guam upon
Anna’s recruitment to work as the Sales Man-
ager for the furniture store at Andersen Air
Force Base. Shortly thereafter, the couple
opened their own furniture store, Genghis
Khan Furniture.

The business grew steadily and over thirty
years become the leading provider of fine fur-
niture to the residents and businesses of the
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island. Based on their success on Guam,
Genghis Khan Furniture has been able to
branch out. They now have stores in San
Diego and San Marcos, California, in addition
to a location in mainland China.

Robert and Anna credit their success to
their hard work and perseverance. However,
they admit that they would not have been able
to accomplish this feat without the invaluable
support of those close to them. Their children,
Michael and Heidi, provided them inspiration
and drive to succeed while loyal employees
such as their interior design consultant, Sylvia
Flores, and their sales manager, Hsui Pi
Perez, insured the success of the business
that they started.

Despite the rigors and stress involved in
running a business, Robert and Anna still
managed to become actively involved in com-
munity affairs. A member of the masonic fra-
ternity, Robert was also a former president of
the Chinese Association of Guam. As a char-
ter member of the Federation of Asian Peo-
ples of Guam, he served as the association’s
first president. While serving as president of
the Confucian Society of Guam in 1997, Rob-
ert was instrumental in lobbying the Guam
Legislature to designate September 28, Confu-
cius’ birthday, as ‘‘Teacher’s Appreciation
Day.’’ In addition, he was also appointed by
the Republic of China Overseas Chinese Af-
fairs Commission to serve as the Overseas
Chinese Affairs Commissioner on Guam—a
position he held for several years. Due to his
prominent standing within the community, he
was able to coordinate numerous cultural ex-
changes between Taiwan, China, and Guam.

Anna has also served as a director for sev-
eral local nonprofit organizations. She cur-
rently serves as Vice-President for the Chi-
nese Merchants Association. In addition, she
also sits on the Board of Directors for Sanc-
tuary, Incorporated, a local nonprofit organiza-
tion assisting Guam’s youth.

For the past three decades, Genghis Khan
Furniture has been at the forefront of providing
top quality furniture on Guam. Its founders,
Robert and Anna Kao, have been distin-
guished and productive members of our com-
munity. On behalf of the people of Guam, I
offer my congratulations to the Kaos and to
the employees of Genghis Khan Furniture on
their 30th anniversary.
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TRIBUTE TO GEORGE PENN

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR.
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, this week, the

Ways and Means Subcommittee on Social Se-
curity bids farewell to George Penn. George,
a detailee from the Social Security Administra-
tion’s Office of Inspector General, has served
the Subcommittee with distinction as a Profes-
sional Staff member since March of last year.

George brought a wealth of new experience
to the Subcommittee, having served over 4
years as Senior Attorney for the Office of the
General Counsel to the Inspector General. Be-
fore then, George served 6 years as a Senior
Attorney for the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation/Resolution Trust Corporation, 2
years with the Department of the Interior as an
attorney, and many years in general private
practice.

With George’s expertise the Subcommittee
was better able to tackle one of the fastest
growing crimes in America—identity theft. With
the rise of the internet age, our Subcommittee
has had to deal with a threat to the integrity
of the Social Security number as we have
never seen before. Supported by George’s
skill and leadership, the Subcommittee has
held numerous hearings on Social Security
number privacy and identity theft. Last year,
his efforts culminated in the Ways and Means
markup of the ‘‘Social Security Number Pri-
vacy and Identity Theft Prevention Act of
2000.’’ With George’s help, 1, along with a
number of my Ways and Means colleagues,
have held another hearing and have intro-
duced similar legislation this year. George’s
commitment to excellence, masterful negoti-
ating skills, and steadfast adherence to our
key principles for this legislation, have helped
to ensure a fair and comprehensive approach
to protecting the privacy of Social Security
numbers and preventing identity theft.

In addition, George has worked on a num-
ber of hearings and resulting legislation aimed
at improving the integrity of Social Security
programs. George’s vast knowledge of the
law, superior analytical skills, and attention to
detail have helped focus the Subcommittee’s
oversight efforts on those Social Security Ad-
ministration’s stewardship efforts most needing
improvement.

Agency detailees sometimes find the politi-
cally charged atmosphere of Capitol Hill over-
whelming. But George jumped right into the
fray and proved to have an excellent political
mind. In addition, using his train commute to
good end, George graciously presented the
Subcommittee staff with Godiva chocolates on
a regular basis. Needless to say, he will be a
hard act to follow in many regards.

Americans owe a debt of gratitude to
George Penn. His professionalism, integrity,
and commitment to improving government’s
service to the citizens of this country have
greatly assisted the Subcommittee and the full
Committee on Ways and Means. My heartfelt
thanks and best wishes to George Penn.
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Thursday, August 2, 2001

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, today, I am
joined by many of my California colleagues in
introducing legislation directing FERC to order
refunds to consumers in the Western States of
California, Oregon and Washington who have
been charged excessive electric energy rates.

This bill is necessary because we were
blocked yesterday from offering it as an
amendment to H.R. 4, the energy bill.

As our colleagues know, on several occa-
sions, the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission has found electricity rates charged in
the Western States to be ‘‘unjust and unrea-
sonable.’’ Under the Federal Power Act, such
a finding should result in refunds to con-
sumers but, as of today, not a penny has
been paid.

To be sure, there is a difference of view on
how much should be refunded. While the

State claims $8.9 billion, even the Administra-
tive Law Judge tasked by FERC several
weeks ago to investigate concluded that up-
wards of a billion dollars was owed.

Now is the time to finally resolve this issue.
The bill my colleagues and I are sponsoring

will require FERC to accelerate the process of
refunding electricity overcharges.

It is consistent with the Federal Power Act,
although many of us would have liked the bill
to do more. In particular, if FERC had acted
promptly when the first evidence of gouging
surfaced, FERC could have ordered refunds
for the period May to October 2000, when
electricity rates rose dramatically and evidence
of overcharges first surfaced. The Federal
Power Act and concern about ‘‘takings’’ pre-
vents FERC and us from including that period,
although we hope there may be an equitable
way to do so.

Many of us also believe that all sellers of
electricity engaged in price gouging should be
ordered to make refunds. Last week, for ex-
ample, FERC exerted jurisdiction over munic-
ipal power entities, although many legal ex-
perts are dubious about the authority to do so.
Again, without amending the Federal Power
Act, we are unable to include them, though if
we could, there would be an ex post facto
concern about recouping for a past period.

Lastly, the process FERC announced last
week will still not result in refunds for many
months. FERC is again engaged in a process
of investigate-and-delay. Consumers need re-
lief now.

We strongly believe FERC should act
promptly, using one of two methodologies in
the bill that are fair and likely to result in a
quick determination. In fact, one of the meth-
odologies was advocated by Republicans on
the Commerce Committee.

Consumers in California, Washington and
Oregon deserve a prompt resolution of this
issue. Billions of dollars have been siphoned
from home and business budgets. Those dol-
lars should be returned and returned promptly.

This bill does that and we urge our col-
leagues in supporting its passage.
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Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing with Mr. DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. WELLER and several
of our colleagues, legislation to alleviate the
problem of the unfair tax imposed by the alter-
native minimum tax on many of our constitu-
ents who exercised incentive stock options
last year. The bill represents a temporary
patch for the tax year 2000.

I have advocated repeal of the alternative
minimum tax (AMT) for some years now. It no
longer serves the function for which it was de-
signed. The AMT was intended to make very
high income individuals who heavily invested
in tax shelters, pay some minimum amount of
tax each year. However, the 1986 Tax Reform
Act repealed most of these tax shelters, leav-
ing the AMT with little impact on taxpayers
until recently. Since the AMT is not adjusted
for inflation while the regular tax base is, the
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AMT now increasingly hits families with large
numbers of children, taxpayers in higher tax
states, users of the education tax credits, and,
in the case of incentive stock options, the un-
wary.

Incentive stock options are a preference
item for purposes of the alternative minimum
tax. That means that you include for purposes
of calculating the AMT the difference between
the price you pay for a share of stock, and the
value of the stock at time of exercise. For ex-
ample, if you exercised an incentive stock op-
tion for $10 a share, and the stock was valued
at $100 a share, you must include the dif-
ference—$90 a share—for purposes of calcu-
lating the AMT in the year you bought the
stock. Unfortunately, most people have never
heard of the AMT, or believe it applied to only
high income individuals, and never took this
into account in their decision making. If the
stock increases in value, then you can pay the
taxes you owe. But if your stock crashes in
value, you still owe the same amount of tax.
Last year, the stock of some people sank so
low that they could sell all their stock and still
not raise the amount they need to pay the tax
they owe. People have complained about tak-
ing out a second mortgage on their home,
emptying out their pension plans or education
funds for their children, and selling all their
other assets, just to pay the tax they owe on
stock that has lost much of its value.

What makes this situation our responsibility
is that Congress told these people to hold
onto their shares of stock. Congress provides
in the regular tax base an incentive to hold
their stock—a lower capital gains tax rate if
they hold their shares for at least a year. So,
on the one hand, Congress tells them to keep
their stock, and gives them a backhanded slap
by means of the AMT when they listen to us.

The bill we are introducing fixes this prob-
lem for last year. The bill states that, in effect,
that you can recalculate your AMT tax pref-
erence using the difference between the
amount you pay for a share of stock, and its
value on April 15, 2001. Using the example
above, if the value of your share fell from
$100 on date of exercise to $30 on April 15,
2001, your tax preference would be $20 per
share (instead of $90). Under this proposal,
the more you have been hurt by the fall in the
value of your stock, the more relief you get.
For those who had their stock rise, this bill
would not impact them at all.

Some may argue that the bill is retroactive.
This, however, has never been a high hurdle
for a pro-taxpayer provision. In fact, this
week’s energy bill contains a retroactive tax
provision, as did the Bush tax cut signed into
law June 7, 2001.

Others may argue that these individuals
simply made a bad investment decision. A bad
investment decision does not rest on a tax
trap set by Congress, and masked by an out-
dated and hopelessly complex ‘‘second’’ tax
system. Without the AMT, these individuals
would simply have lost the value of their stock
when it declined, as would any other investor.
No one is talking about restoring any value to
that stock, and ‘‘bailing’’ these people out. In-
dividuals who exercised incentive stock op-
tions are actually much worse off than those
who simply made a bad investment decision,
because these individuals lose the value of
their stock and get to pay the AMT tax on that
lost value as well.

This bill costs $1.3 billion over five years ac-
cording to the Joint Tax Committee. It is bipar-

tisan, and has Members from across the na-
tion as original cosponsors. Senator
LIEBERMAN is introducing a companion bill in
the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, this tax bill needs to be en-
acted this year, so that affected taxpayers can
file for relief this year. We are working to at-
tach this legislation to any tax bill that moves
forward this fall.
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I have the
distinct privilege of introducing a resolution
that honors the United States of America and
all the jurisdictions which comprise it through
the issuance of a postage stamp series enti-
tled ‘‘E Pluribus Unum.’’

‘‘E Pluribus Unum’’ is a Latin phrase that
may sound familiar to many of us. In English,
it means ‘‘out of many, one,’’ and it was se-
lected to appear on our coins and dollar bills
because it references the unification of the
original thirteen colonies into one nation.
Today, the United States of America encom-
passes 50 states, the District of Columbia, and
the territories of Guam, American Samoa, the
U.S. Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, and the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands. As the first year of
the millennium draws to a close, it is timely
and appropriate that we celebrate these dis-
tinct states and territories that unite to form
our country, the land of the free.

While we go about our daily routines, it is
easy to forget that our great country extends
past mountains, rivers, valleys, and even
oceans. While our children might recognize
the stars and stripes of our national banner
and their state or territory flag, it is highly un-
likely that they are familiar with the varying
flags and emblems of the individual states and
territories. Stamps depicting state and terri-
torial flags, or other suitable emblems, are cre-
ative and highly enjoyable mediums through
which we may impart knowledge to our chil-
dren regarding the diversity of our great na-
tion.

Stamps are issued every year by the United
States Postal Service, with the help of the Citi-
zens’ Stamp Advisory Committee. The Advi-
sory Committee has 15 members whose back-
grounds cover an extensive range of edu-
cational, artistic, historical and professional ex-
pertise. The Advisory Committee receives a
myriad of letters, postcards and resolutions
each year proposing ideas for stamps. The
Advisory Committee studies the merits of
these ideas and makes recommendations to
the United States Postal Service, who has the
final authority to issue stamps.

Although this resolution cannot require the
United States Postal Service to issue the
stamp series, it is important for the U.S. Con-
gress to express support for this legislation
and consider its possibilities. Not only will this
series serve to showcase our flags, seals, or
emblems, which are works of pride and art,
but we can expect the series to generate prof-
its for the United States Postal Service, just as
the 50 States Commemorative Coin Program

Act has done for the Treasury Department.
Barring an increase in the cost of stamps, all
Americans, particularly our youth, will be intro-
duced to the diversity of our nation at minimal
expense by purchasing the whole set of these
56 colorful stamps, for usage or for keep-
sakes, for under $20. Because each flag or
emblem has a history behind it, these stamps
can ignite interest in and awareness of our
country’s rich diversity and our united commit-
ment to national ideals of freedom, justice,
and democracy.

For these reasons and more, I urge support
for this resolution, which encourages the Cit-
izen Stamp Advisory Committee to rec-
ommend to the Postmaster General the
issuance of a postage stamp series that hon-
ors the United States of America.
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Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to former Governor Joan Finney of
Kansas, who passed away on July 28th in her
hometown of Topeka.

Governor Finney was an extraordinary
woman, a pioneer, a populist, and my friend.

Governor Finney served the people of Kan-
sas for sixteen years as our elected State
Treasurer and then was elected as the first
woman Governor of Kansas, defeating her two
predecessors in that office while on her way to
achieving that goal.

Joan Marie McEnroy Finney was born on
February 12, 1925. Her father abandoned her
pregnant mother and two older sisters in 1924,
and her mother raised the three girls by teach-
ing piano, voice and harp. Governor Finney
herself was an accomplished musician and
often played her harp at political and social
events. She graduated from Manhattan High
School in 1942 and earned a bachelor’s de-
gree in economic history from Washburn Uni-
versity in Topeka in 1978. Her political career
began in 1953 when U.S. Senator Frank Carl-
son of Kansas hired her as a secretary in his
Washington, D.C., office. She returned to To-
peka where she worked for Carlson until he
retired in 1969; in the following year Finney
was appointed Shawnee County Election
Commissioner, where she served until 1972.

In 1972, Finney sought the Republican nom-
ination for U.S. Congress in the Second Dis-
trict of Kansas. Two years later, she switched
parties and was elected State Treasurer as a
Democrat, winning re-election three times. I
first got to know her when we were both state-
wide candidates on the Kansas ballot in 1986;
I lost and she won. I know from firsthand ex-
perience on the campaign trail with her that
she possessed an amazing ability to remem-
ber names and personal details about virtually
every Kansan she encountered.

In a recent interview with the Topeka Cap-
ital-Journal, former Kansas Democratic Party
Chairman Jim Parrish noted that Finney had
switched parties because of the way the Re-
publican Party in Kansas had treated her:

She was told generally by the party that,
‘‘We’re not ready for a woman.’’ . . . I re-
member her telling me she counselled with
Frank Carlson before she did it, and then
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proceeded to make the change. I go all the
way back to the 1974 treasurer’s campaign
with Joan Finney, and there’s not a strong-
er, more determined woman in all of Kansas
political life, ever. And among women I
would say she stands tall in terms of being
able to set her sights on an objective and go
for it in a world where, when she started, it
wasn’t particularly easy for women.

The Kansas City Star had it right recently,
when they wrote:

People credited Finney’s success to her
campaign style, kidding that she had crossed
every creek in Kansas. And she was the mas-
ter one-on-one politician, grasping a voter’s
hand in both of hers. She saw herself as a
populist who listened to everybody.

The Associated Press quoted Republican
State Senator David Adkins of Leawood, Kan-
sas, as saying,

You had to see Joan Finney work a bean
feed to understand her appeal. She would
walk in and she already knew half the people
there, and the other half, before she left they
would think she was their best friend.

Her good friend, Kansas Senate Democratic
Leader Anthony Hensley hit the nail on the
head when he said,

She literally went door-to-door all of her
political career. She’d walk in the parades,
speak at the chili suppers, campaign in bowl-
ing alleys and grocery stores, just picking up
bits and pieces from the people.

In 1991, the Kickapoo Tribe of Kansas gave
her the name White Morning Star Woman
after she became the first governor to issue
an official proclamation to recognize the sov-
ereignty of American Indian tribes. The state’s
four tribes and Indian leaders nationwide ad-
mired Governor Finney for supporting tribal ef-
forts to open casinos on reservations as an in-
come source for them and for being sympa-
thetic to their efforts to assert their sov-
ereignty.

As Governor, she appointed women to an
unprecedented number of top jobs in state
government. On average, at least half of her
cabinet members were women, and her staff
of advisors was almost exclusively female. As
Kansas Insurance Commissioner Kathleen
Sebelius recently commented,

I don’t think there’s any question that
Joan Finney was one of the most remarkable
politicians I’ve ever known. She changed the
face of politics in this state and made it pos-
sible for women like me to be seriously con-
sidered for statewide office. She pushed
women along every step of the way.... She
has an impressive place in American history
and an incredible place in Kansas history.

During her four years as Governor, the state
rewrote its law for distributing money to public
schools, revised its abortion law, overhauled
its workers’ compensation system, re-enacted
a capital punishment law, and signed four
compacts that allowed Indian tribes in north-
east Kansas to open casinos. Legislators re-
jected her proposals to amend the state con-
stitution to provide for public initiatives and ref-
erendums. Finney also took credit for opening
international markets to dozens of Kansas
businesses due to a series of international
trade missions she undertook.

Most importantly, though, Joan Finney will
be remembered as a true populist leader in
the finest sense of the word. As she said to
the Topeka Capital-Journal shortly before her
election as Governor:

I believe the people should be supreme in
all things. Even if I don’t agree and the ma-

jority want a certain issue and believe in a
certain issue, I accept that and I will stand
by the people.

Governor Finney was a genuine Kansas
pioneer, particularly for women in public life.
She truly loved people and the people of Kan-
sas loved and respected her. As Commis-
sioner Sebelius noted,

She had the heart of a true Kansan—some-
one with strong values, ideals and pride. We
should all be so lucky to live like that.

We may never see another leader in our
state with her determination, self-confidence
and independent spirit, and that truly is our
loss.

Governor Joan Finney is survived by her
husband, Spencer Finney, and their three chil-
dren, Sally Finney, Dick Finney, and Mary Hol-
laday. I join with them in mourning the loss of
this unique, incredible woman.
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I
am today introducing the ‘‘Homeless Veterans
Assistance Act of 2001.’’ I intend to have
hearings on this measure in September and to
ask the House to consider it shortly thereafter.

This is a great Nation, Mr. Speaker, and
Fortune smiles on us in this country in so
many ways. But tragically, a few are left be-
hind, and a large number of America’s vet-
erans are counted among them. Currently, we
believe that some 225,000 veterans are home-
less on a given night. For these veterans, ac-
cess to VA benefits, specialized services and
effective outreach are vital components to any
hope of individual stability and improvement in
their prospects.

It is important to create and maintain pro-
grams that give veterans the opportunity to
become self-sufficient, and to concentrate our
resources on programs that work. We know
this is not an immediate process but instead
constitutes a long-term challenge and struggle
for many, both for those who are homeless
and those who are trying to help. Also, I be-
lieve that some of our government’s homeless
assistance programs ought to stress preven-
tion as an integral part of any strategy to help
homeless veterans. This bill I am introducing,
the Homeless Veterans Assistance Act, incor-
porates a number of these goals.

Mr. Speaker, it is difficult to pinpoint any
one cause of homelessness among veterans.
Many problems and difficulties could be trace-
able to an individual’s experience in military
service, exposure to combat, or return to a
seemingly uncaring civilian society. In fact, we
know that a majority of homeless veterans
today suffer from serious mental illness, in-
cluding post-traumatic stress disorder, and ille-
gal substance use often complicates their situ-
ations. Many have served time in jail. These
individual conditions have far-reaching effects
on veterans and their families.

A veteran with an impaired mental state
may lose the ability to maintain stable employ-
ment. Absent employment, it eventually be-
comes difficult to maintain any type of perma-
nent housing. The vicious cycle only acceler-

ates once employment and housing are lost.
The absence of these two important anchors
to society is a precursor for increased utiliza-
tion of medical resources in emergency
rooms, VA and other public hospitals and, un-
fortunately, the resources of America’s court-
rooms, jails and prisons.

A full platter of medical services may be
available to veterans through VA medical fa-
cilities, but without better coordination within
and across Federal programs relief is only
temporary, because veterans once released
from VA health care frequently are exposed to
the same challenges that created these condi-
tions in the first place. This is why prevention
and accountability are two important priorities
of my bill. We need to find new ways to pre-
vent veterans from spiraling down to home-
lessness, but to be responsible we should also
provide for them and their caregivers a sense
of accountability. And we should not expect
veterans to complete this arduous journey
alone.

This bill will hold accountable the three fed-
eral departments most directly involved in
homeless assistance for veterans: Veterans’
Affairs, Labor, and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment. These agencies need to help home-
less veterans make a transition to self-reli-
ance; my bill urges them, and in some cases
requires them, to cooperate more fully to ad-
dress the problem of homelessness among
veterans.

The bill improves and expands VA’s home-
less grant and per diem program. Recipients
of these funds are contributing substantially to
the fulfillment of this bill’s objective: to reduce
homelessness and provide for the specialty
needs of homeless veterans. The initiative I
am introducing authorizes higher funding for
the program. It also provides a new mecha-
nism for setting the per diem payment so that
it will be adjusted regularly. Finally, it elimi-
nates some of the intricate accounting proce-
dures associated with the receipt of the pay-
ment.

It is important that any investment produced
at taxpayers’ expense to help homeless vet-
erans must do the job for which it is intended,
or those funds should be returned to the gov-
ernment and put to better use. The existing
law requires grant recipients to submit plans,
specifications, and specific timetables for im-
plementation of their programs. If the grant re-
cipients cannot meet these obligations, the
United States should be entitled to recover the
total of unused amounts provided in the grant.
My bill would thus bring greater accountability
to VA’s program to help homeless veterans.

Working is the key to helping homeless vet-
erans rejoin American society, but this is a
process that begins with quality medical care
and other supportive services including coun-
seling and transitional housing. The Depart-
ment of Labor’s Homeless Veterans Re-
integration Program was designed to put
homeless veterans back into the labor force.
The Secretary of Labor has the authority to
determine appropriate job training, counseling,
and placement services to aid the transition of
homeless veterans back into the labor force.

This bill makes support services available to
veterans in need. As homeless veterans begin
to make a transition back into the labor force
the respective departments must make avail-
able essential services to help these veterans.
For example, the bill urges the Secretary of
Veterans’ Affairs to increase contracts with
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community agencies for representative payee
services to help some of these homeless vet-
erans manage their own personal funds and
thereby avoid poor choices some of them
have made that lead to personal catastrophe.
The entity acting as a representative on the
veteran’s behalf can work with care providers
of the Veterans’ Health Administration and
other parties to a veteran’s reintegration to en-
sure that government funds are used appro-
priately to help the veteran be reestablished in
society.

As I indicated, prevention of homelessness
among veterans is an important objective of
this bill. This should certainly include veterans
transitioning from institutional settings who are
at risk for homelessness. As I indicated and
as we well know, many homeless veterans
have been in jail or in prison. I believe we
need to consider making provision for the par-
ticular services incarcerated veterans need,
and begin providing them before they are re-
leased from these institutions into society. The
bill includes a demonstration program to test
the prevention hypothesis within the institu-
tionalized veteran population, at 6 demonstra-
tion sites, one of which will be a Bureau of
Prisons facility. The purpose of this program is
to provide incarcerated veterans with informa-
tion, referral and counseling with respect to
job training and placement, housing, health
care, and other needs determined necessary
to assist the veteran in the transition from in-
stitutional living to civil life.

Also, Mr. Speaker, some programs with very
high success rates have been growing on their
own, basically without government interven-
tion. One such program that comes to mind is
the ‘‘Oxford House’’ concept. In this model, a
group of recovering alcoholics determined to
stay sober band together to rent a residential
property. Oxford House, Inc., provides earnest
money deposits, and the rest is up to the indi-
viduals to govern their own lives and run their
own homes. This program has been highly ef-
fective, and now there are over 800 Oxford
Houses nationwide. The bill authorizes a small
demonstration project to provide housing as-
sistance to veterans in group houses with
similar goals of self-govemance. This bill au-
thorizes the Secretary of Veterans’ Affairs to
make grants up to $5,000 for the purpose of
subsidizing housing for veterans who present
this need. Elements of the Department of Vet-
erans’ Affairs recently have helped sponsor 20
such houses. My bill will provide for 50 more
in fiscal year 2003 and an additional 50
houses in fiscal year 2004. This is a model
worth exploring.

Mr. Speaker, these are the highlights of my
bill, the ‘‘Homeless Veterans Assistance Act of
2001.’’ I believe the bill will accomplish very
important goals. It will provide needed assist-
ance to homeless veterans, lift them to a sus-
tainable level that will prevent them from re-
turning to a state of homelessness, and help
them to become self-sufficient individuals who
are accountable for their own actions. This bill
will also hold all grant and contract recipients
accountable for performing their promised
services in exchange for government invest-
ments, and promote a greater opportunity to
work across departments to provide the best
possible service for our Nation’s homeless vet-
erans. It also sponsors innovative approaches
at prevention of homelessness in high-risk
groups within the veteran population.

These are good purposes on which I believe
we can all agree, Mr. Speaker, so I am very

pleased to offer this bill to the House. On be-
half of homeless veterans who need these
services, I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.
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Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, it is
a privilege for me to bring to your attention the
great life and great works of William E. Leon-
ard. Bill is an old friend and one of the true
community leaders of San Bernardino County.
He will culminate a 30-year career guiding
California’s transportation system with the
opening next month of what is probably the
state’s last major freeway: The Foothill Free-
way.

The life blood of any community that hopes
to succeed and grow are leaders who will step
forward and commit their energy, time and
personal resources to the goals of that com-
munity. Over the years, San Bernardino Coun-
ty has had relatively few leaders who have
had the vision to see how the entire region
might work together, and the courage to push
that vision toward success.

Bill Leonard has been right at the point of
able responsible leadership for all of San
Bernardino County. For most of my three dec-
ades in public life, I have worked with Bill
Leonard to improve the economy and quality
of life for the residents of the Inland Empire.
Although he never sought elected office, Mr.
Leonard has been one of the region’s—indeed
the entire state’s—most influential leaders on
transportation.

After rising to the rank of First Lieutenant in
the U.S. Army in 1946, Mr. Leonard joined his
father at the Leonard Realty and Building
Company in his hometown San Bernardino.
He was active in many construction projects
throughout the area, and soon began his pub-
lic service career as a member of the state
Athletic Commission in 1956.

San Bernardino County had already estab-
lished a statewide reputation for powerful high-
way planners. Local leaders like publisher
James Guthrie and grocer Milton Sage, who
served on the California Highway Commission,
helped set the standard that allowed the state
to create one of the best road systems in the
nation. William Leonard carried on that tradi-
tion as a member of the state highway com-
mission from 1973 to 1977, and on its suc-
cessor, the California Transportation Commis-
sion, from 1985 to 1993. He was chairman of
that commission in 1990-91. He is still a mem-
ber of the HighSpeed Rail Authority.

Mr. Speaker, we know that a strong family
life is the most important factor in a person’s
success in life. Bill and Bobbi Leonard created
a family environment that emphasized a com-
mitment to personal integrity and public serv-
ice, and this is evident in the lives of their chil-
dren. Daughter Christene is an elementary
school teacher in San Bernardino; son Fred
retired after a distinguished 20-year career in
the U.S. Air Force. And William Leonard Jr.
has been a highly-respected member of the
California Assembly and State Senate for the

past 23 years, serving as minority leader in
both chambers and providing another genera-
tion of strong community leadership for the In-
land Empire.

Bill Leonard has shown his commitment to
action in many ways: He is a board member
of the National Orange Show and many hos-
pital, university and community groups. He
has received a number of prestigious awards.
But he will soon be recognized for his greatest
contribution—to ensure the area’s roads meet
the needs of our citizens. The Legislature has
voted to name the interchange of Interstate 15
and the new Foothill Freeway as the William
E. Leonard Interchange. It is a fitting memorial
to a man who spent his life working for the
citizens of the Inland Empire and California,
and I ask my colleagues to join me in con-
gratulating him on a career of outstanding
public service.

f

IN HONOR OF LIFE RESOURCES
NETWORK

HON. DARRELL E. ISSA
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend Life Resources Network for it’s excellent
accomplishments in social services that pro-
vide women with life affirming alternatives to
abortion. Over 1,370,000 children, or one
quarter of all pregnancies, are aborted each
year. While many mothers and fathers want to
raise their children, they often feel that abor-
tion is their only viable option.

The mission of Life Resources Network is to
solve underlying social issues that lead to un-
intended pregnancies and the societal pres-
sures that compel both men and women to
abort their children. This non-profit organiza-
tion is operated by more than 100 volunteers
that have logged over 1,370 hours. These vol-
unteers focus on distributing the Women’s Re-
source Guide in order to connect women with
services that can enhance their lives and the
lives of their children. This guide is a directory
of services offering information on housing,
adoption services, medical care, employment,
birth preparation, and many other valuable re-
sources.

From January 2000 to May 2001, Life Re-
sources Network was able to educate 108,000
people through an active Speaker’s Bureau
and Media Outreach. The bureau covered top-
ics including human life development, post-
abortion trauma and abortion alternatives and
also equipped teenagers with the facts about
pregnancy, pregnancy outcomes and preg-
nancy prevention.

Life Resources Network has shown remark-
able progress in uniting individuals, busi-
nesses, and organizations of different philoso-
phies and working together to build a society
that offers affirming solutions that elevate
women and improve the lives of their children.
I would like to personally thank the manage-
ment and all of the many volunteers at Life
Resources for their exemplary efforts to foster
a community that promotes healthy choices for
women and a healthy environment for their
children.
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POST-ABORTION DEPRESSION

RESEARCH AND CARE ACT

HON. JOSEPH R. PITTS
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, today, I introduced
the Post-Abortion Depression Research and
Care Act, a bill to provide hope and healing
for the more than 35 million women in this
country who have had abortions in the past
twenty-eight years.

The Post-Abortion Depression Research
and Care Act will direct federal funding for the
research of post-abortion depression and the
development of successful treatments for
emotional distress in post-abortive women.

I have been working on this legislation be-
cause I believe that it is a travesty that more
work has not been done to support women
who have chosen to have an abortion. We
cannot simply abandon these women. Be-
cause of the emotional issues that often sur-
round a woman’s decision to have an abor-
tion, many women are reluctant to even talk
about their experiences. Some women don’t
come to terms with the emotional impact of
their abortion until years later. I believe that in-
creased research on post-abortion depression
will lead to a greater awareness of this issue
and the development of compassionate out-
reach and counseling programs to help post-
abortive women.

We already know much about the psycho-
logical impact of giving birth and of
miscarrying, and yet much remains to be dis-
covered about post-abortion depression. Why
should women who choose to have an abor-
tion be given any less care and concern than
women who give birth or women miscarry?
Post-abortive women deserve equal treatment.

While there is some disagreement among
researchers as to the extent and substance of
post-abortion emotional response, everyone
agrees that the decision to have an abortion is
fraught with emotion. It only makes sense,
then, to continue to explore the psychological
impact of abortion on women.

I urge my colleagues to support post-abor-
tive women by cosponsoring the Post-Abortion
Depression Research and Care Act. Let’s not
let politics get in the way of good mental
health care for women.
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TRIBUTE TO ANDREA RAVINETT
MARTIN

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor Andrea Ravinett Martin, an extraor-
dinary leader, a national treasure and a great
friend.

Andrea Martin is the founder, the Executive
Director and the living soul of The Breast Can-
cer Fund, a national public trust nonprofit es-
tablished to innovate and accelerate our na-
tion’s response to breast cancer.

A native of Memphis, Tennessee, Andrea
graduated Phi Beta Kappa from Newcomb
College of Tulane University in New Orleans
and went on to earn a Masters degree in

French before moving to San Francisco, Cali-
fornia in 1969. Three years later, she entered
law school at the University of California
Hastings and began a career in litigation
which would last until 1980, at which point,
Andrea opened a Memphis-style barbeque
restaurant called Hog Heaven. Years later,
having sold the popular San Francisco estab-
lishment, Andrea participated as a fellow in
the Coro Foundation’s City-Focus program, a
year-long training program in civic leadership.
In May 1988, Andrea, the proud mother of her
daughter Mather, married her second hus-
band, Richard Gelernter.

Just eight months after their wedding day—
and two weeks after losing her sister-in-law to
breast cancer—Andrea discovered a seven
centimeter invasive tumor in her right breast.
Told she had a 40 percent chance of survival
and less then five years to live, Andrea Martin
underwent six rounds of chemotherapy, a
mastectomy, six weeks of radiation, and a
final eight rounds of another chemotherapy
protocol. Just one month after the completion
of her treatment in 1990, Andrea went back to
work, joining Dianne Feinstein’s campaign for
governor of California. Two months into the
campaign, however, the nightmare returned,
when Andrea discovered a tiny lump in her re-
maining breast. Just as quickly as before, she
opted for a mastectomy and returned to work
two weeks later.

Throughout both her personal and profes-
sional life, Andrea Martin has consistently
strived to transform her personal adversity into
a triumph for humankind. While working for
Feinstein, Andrea also began raising money to
combat breast cancer, organizing a series of
events and activities to heighten awareness
and increase funding for the prevention and
treatment of this devastating disease.

In October 1992, Andrea Martin founded the
Breast Cancer Fund, a national public trust
nonprofit that has grown and become one of
the preeminent organizations nationwide dedi-
cated to fighting breast cancer. The Fund op-
erates through a wide variety of activities to
raise awareness and new sources of funding
for cutting-edge projects in breast cancer re-
search, education, advocacy and patient sup-
port.

Andrea works full time directing the Fund
and traveling across the country to give talks
and to consult with researchers, health care
providers and breast cancer organizations. A
reliable and expert source on breast cancer
prevention and treatment, Andrea Martin is
frequently called upon by Members of Con-
gress as well as state and local governments
to share her insights and counsel on major
public policy endeavors. A member of the Ex-
ternal Advisory Board to the Breast Cancer
SPORE at the University of California in San
Francisco, Andrea also serves on numerous
advisory committees to the California Division
of the American Cancer Society.

In addition to her Breast Cancer Fund activi-
ties, Andrea Martin has an extraordinary his-
tory of accomplishments, honors and achieve-
ments. She’s a model of courage for the thou-
sands of women who are diagnosed each
year with breast cancer. In 1995, Andrea
joined 16 fellow breast cancer survivors in
climbing 23,000-foot Aconcagua in the Argen-
tine Andes.

Today Andrea faces another extraordinary
challenge in addition to the many she has
overcome * * * a malignant brain tumor.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
today in honoring a woman who has brought
hope and courage to millions of women
around the world, and as we honor her and
her work, we promise our prayers as she
fights to overcome this challenge successfully.
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CONGRESSMAN SCARBOROUGH ON
THE RETIREMENT OF KARIN
WALSER

HON. JOE SCARBOROUGH
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to a person who has
made a great difference in the lives of many
people. She has brought hope to the hope-
less, love to the unloved and light to the lives
of children who have known only darkness.

For over a decade now, Karin Walser has
been the driving force behind an organization
called ‘‘Horton’s Kids.’’ Karin’s amazing energy
level and commitment to those less fortunate
than her have made Horton’s Kids a shining
example of how we all can reach out and
greatly impact other’s lives.

Too often, we are brought to our knees in
despair over the plight of those living in seem-
ingly hopeless conditions. Too often we con-
vince ourselves that there is nothing that one
person can do to change the terrible course of
a suffering child’s life. But Karin has never
been driven to despair or cried out in helpless-
ness. Instead, her spirit is sparked by such
overwhelming challenges.

Bobby Kennedy once told a group of stu-
dents in South Africa not to believe that an in-
dividual was helpless to cure the world’s ills.
In a speech he delivered two years to the day
before his death, Kennedy said, ‘‘Each time a
man stands up for an ideal, or acts to improve
the lot of others, or strikes out against injus-
tice, he sends forth a tiny ripple of hope, and
crossing each other from a million different
centers of energy and daring, those ripples
build a current which can sweep down the
mightiest walls of oppression and resistance.’’

The walls of oppression were torn down in
South Africa two decades after Kennedy’s
death. But they still act as borders in neigh-
borhoods less than five minutes from the Cap-
itol.

Karin Walser’s life has been dedicated to
ripping those walls down piece by piece. And
with the help of her fiiends and other Capitol
Hill staffers, I truly believe these walls will
come tumbling down sooner now that Karin is
leaving Capitol Hill to join Horton’s Kids full-
time.

While we will miss Karin, just as we all miss
Joe Moakley, I am sure she will never be far
from us—or our telephones. Sure, she’ll be
calling for volunteers, or contributions, or any-
thing else she can think of to help Horton’s
Kids, but we will all gladly answer her call be-
cause we know that together, Karin and Hor-
ton’s Kids will continue to make a great dif-
ference in the lives of our area’s most dis-
advantaged children.

Thank you for all you have done and all you
have meant to your hundreds of friends on
Capitol Hill. You’re not too bad for a left-wing
radical.
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COMMON SENSE NEEDED ON

ARSENIC ISSUE

HON. DOUG BEREUTER
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
commends to his colleagues the following edi-
torial from the August 2, 2001, Lincoln Journal
Star. The editorial highlights the need to move
beyond the rhetoric and examine the arsenic
issue in a rational manner.

Clearly, it is important to get the full story
and listen to those who would be most af-
fected by the proposed changes. Many State
and local officials as well as water system ad-
ministrators have expressed concern about
the problems which could be caused by the
proposed changes. Everyone recognizes the
importance of providing safe drinking water for
all of our Nation’s citizens. Also, some
changes in the arsenic standard may well be
justified. However, it makes sense to base
these changes on sound science rather than
emotion.
[From the Lincoln Journal Star, Aug. 2, 2001]

OF ARSENIC, AND ART OF GOVERNING

President George Bush is getting a bum
rap on the arsenic issue.

New EPA chief Christine Whitman was nei-
ther wacko nor callous when she withdrew
new standards for arsenic in drinking water
proposed by the Clinton administration that
slashed the previous limit by 80 percent.

Neither was Nebraska’s entire House dele-
gation oblivious to health concerns when it
voted shoulder-to-shoulder—unsuccessfully—
against a proposal to force the administra-
tion to restore the new standards.

The real reason Bush is undergoing such a
bludgeoning on arsenic is because it’s so easy
for his political enemies to portray him as a
heartless boob. Arsenic is nasty. Who could
possibly be against removing this poison
from our drinking water?

Real life, however, is often complicated,
involving tradeoffs in which the costs and
payoffs are matters of speculation. As a New
York Times story put it, ‘‘. . . the setting of
environmental risks is as much art as
science, one that entails innumerable as-
sumptions about risks, costs and benefits.’’

The Clinton administration proposed to
cut the allowed level for arsenic from 50
parts per billion to 10 parts per billion.

Earlier the administration had toyed with
the idea of setting the limit at 5 parts per
billion, but decided that would be too expen-
sive. So it upped the new limit to 10 parts
per billion. That’s still too low for many of
Nebraska’s communities. The city of York
will have to ante up $12 million to meet the
new regulation. The city of Alliance will
have to spend $6.5 million, or $650 per person.
In all, the new water regulations would cost
51 Nebraska communities $97 million.

One may notice that folks in those commu-
nities have not been perishing in huge num-
bers of arsenic-related diseases during the
past 50 years. The health benefits of change
in arsenic standards involve relatively small
numbers in comparison with the nation’s 281
million residents.

The reduction in the arsenic level is esti-
mated to prevent 37 to 56 cases of bladder
and lung cancer and 21 to 30 deaths annually
throughout the nation, according to The
New York Times. If the standard were set at
20 parts per billion, the benefit would dimin-
ish to preventing an estimated 19 to 20 cases
of bladder and lung cancer, and 10 to 11
deaths per year nationally.

Most European countries have set arsenic
levels at 20 parts per billions. The World
Health Organization recommends 10 parts
per billion.

Often unnoticed in the rhetoric over ar-
senic is that fact that the new regulation
was not scheduled to take effect until 2006.
Whitman’s withdrawal of the new regulation
allowed for nine months more study on the
‘‘art’’ of setting environmental standards.
Her action hardly deserves the contempt it
unleashed.
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ON THE 53RD ANNIVERSARY OF
INDIA’S INDEPENDENCE

HON. JOSEPH CROWLEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
congratulate India on it 53rd anniversary as an
independent democratic republic.

Fifty-three years ago India under the leader-
ship of Mahatma Ghandi forged a path to-
wards freedom and democracy by declaring its
independence from Britain. With independence
India undertook anew a responsibility as a
voice of other newly independent nations in
the post-colonial world.

India is the world’s largest democracy, and
in the next fifty years it will become the worlds
most populous nation. As we celebrate India’s
independence it is important for us to reflect
on the achievements of the previous 53 years
while at the time looking forward to the future.

India and the United States share much in
common. Both countries sought independence
to create great nations based on freedom and
liberty. Both nations also sought to establish a
more prosperous future for its people.

As we enter a new century it is important for
the United States to recognize India’s impor-
tance as a great democracy and as a force for
stability in South Asia. While India faces many
challenges it has nonetheless undertaken an
important role of working towards greater
prosperity and stability in the region.

India is of immense strategic importance to
the United States. Being the only democracy
and one of three nuclear powers in the region
India has the potential to be a force for eco-
nomic development and political stability.

South Asia is a vast region that faces many
challenges, from the civil war in Afghanistan to
great poverty that still haunts much of the re-
gion. It is therefore vital for the United States
to maintain a dialogue with as many nations in
the region as possible. India’s cooperation in
brining about stability to the region will be es-
sential.

Over the past ten years the United States
and India have taken concrete steps to im-
prove their bilateral relations. Trade, invest-
ment, and military cooperation have played a
major role in bringing the two nations closer.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the India Cau-
cus I have come to recognize the importance
of India in South Asia. I am also proud to have
worked on making additional funds available
to India and other nations of South Asia for
the creation of regional emergency institution
similar to our own FEMA, so that we can save
more lives in a future natural disaster.

As you know Mr. Speaker, President Clinton
worked very hard to foster U.S.–Indian rela-
tions and to bring greater regional stability. I

encourage President Bush, to continue Amer-
ica’s leadership in South Asia. I particularly
encourage President Bush to call upon Paki-
stan to return to a democratic government and
to work with India for peace in Kashmir.

As the United States Representative of the
second largest South Asian community in the
Untied States I would like to congratulate India
on this achievement, and seek greater under-
standing and relations between our two great
democracies.
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TRIBUTE TO ANDY COMBS

HON. GREG WALDEN
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, col-
leagues, I rise today to publicly thank a mem-
ber of my Washington, D.C. staff for his tire-
less efforts on behalf of the good people of
Oregon’s Second Congressional District. Andy
Combs recently departed my staff to pursue a
law degree at the University of Oregon. I wish
him well in this new endeavor and know that
he will excel both in law school and as a law-
yer.

Andy comes from Dora, a small town on the
southern Oregon coast. He graduated from my
alma mater, the University of Oregon, and
after serving admirably as a staff member in
the Oregon Legislature he embarked to Wash-
ington, D.C. to join my staff. He brought those
desirable ‘‘small town values’’ to the nation’s
capital and to how he treated the people who
sought assistance from my office.

Andy was more than just ‘‘the guy at the
front desk.’’ He helped families get the inside
track to the sights and sounds of Washington,
D.C. Time and again, he brought history alive
as he led tours of the Capitol for people who
had come nearly 3,000 miles so that their chil-
dren could better understand the federal gov-
ernment and our bold history. Andy arranged
their tours, took their calls, answered their
questions. In short, Mr. Speaker, Andy made
their day and their trip.

I can’t think of a time during his service in
my office that a visitor went away dis-
appointed. He attended faithfully to every de-
tail and literally went the extra mile to make
sure families could see the White House, the
Capitol and other sights in the area.

Moreover, Andy made Oregonians feel at
ease and at home when they walked in the
door. He possesses that warm and helpful atti-
tude that is too often lacking in a big city. I
have a significant stack of letters from Orego-
nians that took the time to write after their trip
to Washington, D.C. to thank me for Andy’s
treatment of them and his dogged determina-
tion to make sure their experience was memo-
rable, Andy was also instrumental in recog-
nizing when something needed to be done,
taking the initiative to complete myriad
projects and lend others a helping hand.

His ability and intellect will serve him well as
a member of the bar. And his likeable attitude
will serve him well in the courtroom. In short,
Mr. Speaker, Andy’s a difficult person to re-
place. Andy, thanks for a job well done and
good luck in the future.
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TRIBUTE TO DR. VERMELLE J.

JOHNSON

HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

pay tribute to Dr. Vermelle J. Johnson of
South Carolina, who was recently appointed to
the Commission on Higher Education. Dr.
Johnson’s long and illustrious career spans
thirty eight years and includes many incredible
accomplishments. I am sure her vast experi-
ence will serve her well at the Commission on
Higher Education.

Dr. Vennelle J. Johnson is leaving her post
as Senior Vice President and Vice President
of Academic Affairs at Claflin University in
Orangeburg, South Carolina to accept her new
appointment. Her stellar career was recog-
nized at an evening of reflection and celebra-
tion on July 31, 2001 on the campus of Claflin
College.

Dr. Johnson began her career as an educa-
tor in the public school system in 1963. In
1969, she became an associate professor of
business at South Carolina State University.
Dr. Johnson moved to Claflin University in
1979, where she established and implemented
a Department of Business Administration.

She went back to the South Carolina State
University as Professor and Dean of the
School of Education in 1982, and in 1985 she
became the Executive Vice President and Pro-
vost of the University, which at the time was
the highest rank held by a female in the South
Carolina public college/university system. In
this position, Dr. Johnson established several
significant new programs, such as a Master of
Arts in Teaching and a Department of Nursing.

In 1995 Dr. Johnson returned to Claflin to
serve as Senior Vice President and Vice
President for Academic Affairs. During this six-
year tenure, Dr. Johnson conducted a com-
plete overhaul of the academic curriculum,
brought onboard five new academic Honor So-
cieties and Fraternities, and increased faculty
professional development and scholarly activ-
ity by more than 100%.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my colleagues
to join me today in honoring Dr. Vermelle J.
Johnson for the incredible service she has
provided to the students and citizens of South
Carolina. I sincerely thank Dr. Johnson for her
outstanding contributions and congratulate her
on her recent appointment and wish her the
best in all of her future endeavors.
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THE ‘WILLIE VELASQUEZ’
COMMEMORATIVE STAMP ACT

HON. CIRO D. RODRIGUEZ
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, throughout
the 2000 Presidential election, talk from both
sides of the isle focused on the growing prom-
inence of Latino voters in the American polit-
ical system. Of the total number of registered
voters in the United States, Latinos currently
comprise almost 6 percent. And according to
the United States Census Bureau, 12.5 per-
cent of the total U.S. population or 35.3 million
Americans are Hispanic.

Legislation I introduced today would recog-
nize William C. ‘‘Willie’’ Velasquez for his pio-
neering work to empower Latinos and other
minority groups through voter registration.
Coining the famous phrase, ‘‘Su voto es su
voz,’’ ‘‘Your vote is your voice,’’ Willie not only
translated words describing the influence of
the vote, he raised a battle cry for political ac-
tivism that can still be heard today.

Throughout the American Southwest, Willie
was recognized as a selfless advocate of the
politically under represented. An outstanding
leader who inspired others to play an active
role in American democracy, Willie dedicated
his life to empowering the Hispanic community
through voter registration, hard work, and edu-
cation. His efforts are largely responsible for
the unprecedented growth in the number of
registered Hispanic, Native American and low-
income voters across the country.

Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, Willie
helped to lay the foundation of political activ-
ism which brought the importance of the His-
panic vote to prominence in the 2000 Presi-
dential election. In large part due to the civil
rights organizations Willie founded, voter reg-
istration grew from 2.4 million registered
Latinos in 1974 to nearly 8 million in 2000.

In 1974, he founded the Southwest Voter
Registration Education Project and the South-
west Voter Research Institute (now known as
the William C. Velasquez Institute). Under Wil-
lie’s leadership, Southwest Voter registered
Hispanics, Native Americans and low-income
citizens across the country in unprecedented
numbers. The research institute enjoyed simi-
lar success, emerging as a preeminent institu-
tion in the analysis of Hispanic voting trends
and demographics.

Sadly, Willie passed away in June 1988
without the opportunity to see the full benefits
of much of his groundbreaking advocacy work.
Congress adjourned for the day upon learning
of his passing, and people across the country
lamented the untimely loss of the prominent
community organizer and leader. President
Clinton later presented the Presidential Medal
of Freedom to his widow Janie Velasquez and
their children.

A request I submitted to the U.S. Postal
Service’s Citizens Stamp Advisory Committee
was unfortunately denied, but Willie’s legacy
remains an example for all those who believe
in civil rights, democracy, and equality. I hope
you will agree that his memory is worthy of
national recognition and join my efforts to en-
courage the U.S. Postal Service to issue a
commemorative stamp in Willie’s honor.

Now, more than ever before, the Hispanic
voice has been heard and courted by both
Democrats and Republicans. Today I urge all
my colleagues in the House of Representa-
tives to recognize Willie’s life-long work and
the importance of the Hispanic vote with a
commemorative postage stamp.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4, SECURING AMERICA’S
FUTURE ENERGY ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. THOMAS E. PETRI
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 1, 2001
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed

that this rule does not allow the Rahall-Petri-

Kind amendment to be considered by the
members of the House. Yesterday we went
before the Committee on Rules to ask that our
amendment striking Title II of Division F of
H.R. 4 be made in order during floor debate.

This title addresses various aspects of oil
and gas production from federal lease lands,
both onshore and offshore. The title reportedly
seeks to provide greater incentives and royalty
relief to oil and gas producers to encourage
exploration and development in these areas.
These incentives raise several serious policy
questions. Unfortunately, this amendment was
not made in order, and the full House was de-
nied the opportunity to address this important
issue.

The incentives contained in this section are
far too generous. They are not in the public in-
terest. They will not provide for our energy se-
curity. Further, none of these provisions was
contained in President Bush’s report on En-
ergy Policy. Indeed, this title is an oil and gas
producer’s dream, but it is a taxpayer’s night-
mare.

First, this section provides a full royalty holi-
day for certain offshore leases granted over
the next 2 years. Royalty payment suspension
will be allowed for drilling operations in water
as shallow as 400 meters. Just a few weeks
ago, Interior Secretary Norton testified before
the Resources Committee that the Administra-
tion does not support granting relief for pro-
duction in water under 800 meters in depth.
And, importantly, the Secretary currently has
the authority to waive royalties. We don’t need
to mandate it—especially at a time of high
prices. The CBO cost estimates for this relief
are only the tip of the iceberg—taxpayers will
continue to lose hundreds of millions, if not bil-
lions, of dollars of revenue during the full life-
times of these leases.

Second, this title proposes to allow the Sec-
retary of the Interior to replace the current roy-
alty system with a ‘‘Royalty-in-Kind’’ program
which allows royalties for oil and gas taken
from public lands to be paid in actual deliv-
eries of crude oil or natural gas. This would
require enlarging the size of the federal pres-
ence in these western states so that federal
employees can assume private sector respon-
sibilities. This cannot be done efficiently; an
audit of a recent royalty-in-kind pilot program
in Wyoming found that it had lost $3 million.

Third, this legislation would mandate a roy-
alty holiday for, and expand the definition of,
marginally producing oil and gas wells. On-
shore wells producing less than 30 barrels of
oil per day would be considered marginal. It is
my understanding that approximately 85 per-
cent of all the oil wells on public lands
produce less than 30 barrels of oil per day.
Clearly, this stretches anyone’s definition of
marginal. Moreover, relief for truly marginal
wells is already provided in this bill through
the expansion of the marginal well tax credit.

Fourth, the legislation contains several pro-
visions which transfer the costs of regulatory
compliance to taxpayers. Such fees are nor-
mally paid by permit applicants. There is no
good reason to grant this type of financial re-
lief, and I can think of no other federal pro-
gram in which taxpayers bear these costs.

I agree that we need to address our energy
future to assure all Americans access to reli-
able and affordable energy. But I fail to see
how granting a royalty holiday for oil and gas
production on federal leases will accomplish
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this goal. This title benefits the oil and gas in-
dustry without providing any benefit for tax-
payers—these royalties are, afterall, rent pay-
ments for the privilege of extracting energy re-
sources from publicly owned land. Again, I am
disappointed that the rule did not allow mem-
bers to consider separately these questionable
royalty relief provisions.

f

TRIBUTE TO JEFF EAGER

HON. GREG WALDEN
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, col-
leagues, I want to take the opportunity to pub-
licly thank a member of my Washington, D.C.
staff for his years of service to me and to the
people of the Second District of Oregon.

Jeff was raised in Central Oregon, grad-
uating from Mountain View High School and
then Willamette University. Upon graduating
from college, he embarked to Washington,
D.C. to begin his public service as a staff
member to my predecessor, then-House Agri-
culture Committee Chairman Bob Smith. Jeff
honed his skills in the Congress immediately.

Upon my election to Congress, I was fortu-
nate to successfully recruit Jeff and he joined
my staff the day I took office in 1999. He start-
ed out as a legislative assistant. Jeff is a quick
study, Mr. Speaker. He tackled some of the
most complex and vexing issues that face Or-
egonians and Americans. From how we safely
dispose of chemical nerve agents in Eastern
Oregon to how we get better quality and more
affordable health care to rural America, Jeff
learned these issues quickly and worked on
creative solutions.

Within a year, Jeff added the title of press
secretary to his resume. Now, I have to tell
you there’s probably nothing more challenging
than being a press secretary to a Member of
Congress who was a press secretary to a
Member of Congress. Jeff rose to the chal-
lenge quickly and, frankly, made a difficult job
look easy. He got to know the reporters and
editors in my district and understood their
needs and their deadlines. He excelled at the
press secretary duties while continuing to work
on his portfolio of legislative issues.

This week Jeff leaves the Nation’s capital to
return to Oregon where he will attend law
school at the University of Oregon. I know he
will do as well pursuing a legal career as he
did in his work for me. While I wish him every
success it goes without saying he will be dif-
ficult to replace. Jeff, thank you for a job well
done.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE LAKE CITY
HOUSING AUTHORITY ACADEMIC
ACHIEVEMENT AND RECOGNI-
TION CEREMONY

HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor the Fifth Annual Academic Achievement
and Recognition Ceremony, being sponsored
by the Lake City Housing Authority for the

housing resident students of Lake City,
Johnsonville, and Kingstree. This special cere-
mony will be held on August 5, 2001 in Lake
City, South Carolina.

The purpose of the ceremony is to honor
housing residents who have achieved aca-
demic excellence during the prior school year,
and to recognize those who have obtained
high school diplomas or college degrees. Spe-
cial recognition will also be given to several in-
dividuals who ranked at the top of their class-
es. This innovative event has become an an-
ticipated occasion for both the housing resi-
dents and the community. I commend Mr.
Ronald L. Poston, Executive Director of the
Lake City Housing Authority, and the Board of
Commissioners of the Authority for instigating
this creative, community-oriented occasion.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you to join me today in
honoring the Fifth Annual Academic Achieve-
ment and Recognition Ceremony. It is events
such as this that hold our communities to-
gether, strengthen our future, and promote our
values. I sincerely thank Mr. Ronald Poston
and the Board of Commissioners of the Lake
City Housing Authority for designing and im-
plementing this innovative and important cere-
mony, and congratulate those students who
will receive recognition this year.

f

RECOGNIZING ANDREW WOODSON

HON. ERIC CANTOR
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize a remarkable young man and his
contributions to the seventh district of Virginia.
Andrew Woodson has been a servant of the
people, tackling any challenge handed him
during his service in my Washington, DC of-
fice.

Andrew cares about the people of the dis-
trict, and it shows in his dedication and perse-
verance. Mr. Speaker, Andrew has been a re-
markable addition to the office and his service
is appreciated.

Andrew will be leaving Capitol Hill to pursue
his law degree at the University of Virginia.
Mr. Speaker, I hope you will join me in wishing
Andrew Woodson luck at UVA and to thank
him for his hard work and dedication during
his service to the seventh district.

f

TRIBUTE TO IRENE DICKERSON
ROGERS

HON. LINDSEY O. GRAHAM
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
honor of Mrs. Irene Dickerson Rogers of
Pelzer, South Carolina. Mrs. Rogers has lead
an extraordinary life of service to our state and
to our country.

An educator for the past 61 years, Mrs.
Rogers has extended her time and talents to
students ranging from elementary to high
school. Of her 61 years spent teaching, 43
were in the public school system of Anderson
County, the rest of the time she lead adult
education classes. A mathematics major with

a degree from Lander University in Green-
wood, South Carolina, Mrs. Rogers has spent
the majority of her career as an educator in
the field of mathematics. While most of her
years teaching mathematics were spent with
middle and high school students, Mrs. Rogers
has also generously given her time teaching
classes to help better prepare adults entering
into job fields associated with higher
mathematic skills.

I am exceptionally proud, Mr. Speaker, to
make special note that Mrs. Rogers was re-
cently and deservedly awarded the Order of
the Silver Crescent, one of the most pres-
tigious awards from the South Carolina Gov-
ernor. The order of the Silver Crescent is re-
served for those South Carolinians who have
demonstrated service to our state well beyond
their call of duty. With over 61 years of service
in education to the Palmetto State, Mrs. Rog-
ers has not only demonstrated remarkable en-
ergy and love of her job, but has set an exam-
ple for all of us to follow. Her belief that each
student should be given the maximum oppor-
tunity to succeed has left a mark on the
schools for whom she has worked, and more
importantly, on the students, parents, and
communities to whom she has given so much
of her time.

I believe it to be of the utmost importance
to recognize that not only did Mrs. Rogers di-
rectly impact the education of the students in
her classroom, but her dedication to her stu-
dents has impacted the lives of the families
and communities within and around the
schools. As a teacher, Mrs. Rogers imparted
valuable knowledge to her students; as a
South Carolinian she has demonstrated drive
and dedication in ensuring a bright future for
our state that makes us all proud.

Today Mrs. Rogers is an active member of
the Pelzer, South Carolina community. A
mother of three and a grandmother of two,
Mrs. Rogers continues to pass along her love
of teaching to her family and friends.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that this body will join
me today in honoring Mrs. Irene Dickerson
Rogers.

f

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
NAMING THE ‘‘FRANK R. LAU-
TENBERG AVIATION SECURITY
COMPLEX’’

HON. FRANK A. LoBIONDO
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, today, I am

introducing legislation to designate Buildings
315, 318 and 319 located at the Federal Avia-
tion Administration’s William J. Hughes Tech-
nical Center in my district as the ‘‘Frank R.
Lautenberg Aviation Security Complex.’’ As
Chairman of the Senate Transportation Appro-
priations Subcommittee, Senator Lautenberg
worked to secure funding to provide for the
creation and building of this complex. Due to
his tireless efforts on this and other aviation
security matters, and for his distinguished
service in the Senate, it is fitting to name the
complex after Senator Lautenberg.

Throughout his career, Senator Lautenberg
was acutely aware of the need for greater vigi-
lance and development of ever more sophisti-
cated and effective technologies and meth-
odologies to counter terrorist threats directed



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E1525August 3, 2001
at civil aviation. Senator Lautenberg was at
the forefront of the effort to provide the re-
sources necessary for the United States to de-
velop the policies, procedures and equipment
needed to ensure the safety of the American
flying public.

Following the tragic December 1988 bomb-
ing of Pan Am Flight 103 over Lockerbie,
Scotland that resulted in the loss of over 270
lives, Senator Lautenberg called for and
chaired the first Congressional hearings into
this tragedy and initiated efforts to assist the
families of the victims.

Senator Lautenberg sponsored the Senate
Resolution calling for appointment of a special
commission to perform ‘‘a comprehensive
study and appraisal of practices and policy op-
tions with respect to preventing terrorist acts
involving aviation security’’ and President
Bush responded with the establishment of the
‘‘President’s Commission on Aviation Security
and Terrorism.’’ Senator Lautenberg was
named to serve as one of only four Congres-
sional members of the Commission. Upon
completion of the Commission’s work, Senator
Lautenberg sponsored the Aviation Security
Improvement Act of 1990 (PL 101–604), which
provided the basis and authority for much of
the FAA’s current aviation security program.

In the wake of concerns over the crash of
TWA flight 800 in 1996, Senator Lautenberg
supported President Clinton’s establishment of
the ‘‘White House Commission on Aviation
and Security.’’ This commission went on to de-
velop an action plan to deploy new high tech-
nology machines to detect the most sophisti-
cated explosives, and offered recommenda-
tions to further enhance aviation security. In
direct response to that report, Senator Lauten-
berg joined with his colleagues in sponsoring
the Federal Aviation Reauthorization Act of
1996 and the Omnibus Consolidated Appro-
priations Act of 1997 which appropriated more
than $400 million for acquisition of new explo-
sives detection technology and other aviation
security improvements.

I thank my colleagues in the New Jersey
delegation—ROBERT MENENDEZ, JIM SAXTON,
RUSH HOLT, FRANK PALLONE, DONALD PAYNE,
STEVE ROTHMAN and WILLIAM PASCRELL—for
cosponsoring this bill, and urge its passage.

f

TRIBUTE TO MELISSA GALVAN

HON. GREG WALDEN
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, col-
leagues, recently I said goodbye to a member
of my Washington, DC staff who started with
me the day I took office back in 1999. Melissa
Galvan served as my manager and scheduler.
From managing my schedule and our interns,
to handling the office finances and many other
important functions, Melissa performed admi-
rably and with dedication.

Melissa was raised in the great state of Or-
egon and began honing her skills early at Cor-
vallis High School and my college alma mater,
the University of Oregon. Upon graduation
from college, Melissa embarked to Wash-
ington, D.C. to serve the public as a staff
member to my predecessor, then-House Agri-
culture Committee Chairman Bob Smith. Upon
my election, I was fortunate to successfully re-

cruit Melissa. From day one of my first term,
I—and the residents of the Second Congres-
sional District of Oregon—benefited from
Melissa’s expertise and affable personality.

I never had to worry about having a seat on
a plane, because I knew that Melissa had it
taken care of properly. Considering the fluid
nature of the schedule in Congress and the
fact that I commute back to my district most
every week, I assure you that securing a seat
on a plane at the last minute is not an easy
task. I never had to worry about missing a
meeting, because Melissa had it covered. Visi-
tors to my office were always made to feel
welcome and cared for because of Melissa.

Simply put, Melissa was a delight to work
with and always displayed care and deter-
mination during her service on Capitol Hill.
She also became a real pal to my son, An-
thony, and kept all the ‘‘guys’’ in the office in
line, too.

We miss her friendly smile and upbeat atti-
tude, which she has taken to a new job in the
private sector. We also are very excited for
her and her fiancée, Jason Vaillancourt, an
outstanding young man and professional staff
member on the House Agriculture Committee.
They will marry this fall. Melissa, thanks for
your help and a job well done.

f

POSTAL STAMP CELEBRATING
THE LIBERTY MEMORIAL

HON. SAM GRAVES
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of a national commemorative postal
stamp celebrating the Liberty Memorial, our
nation’s only World War I monument, located
in Kansas City, Missouri. Liberty Memorial has
been standing for nearly seventy-five years as
a monument to those who sacrificed their lives
for our freedom and will be rededicated on
May 25, 2002. It is my hope that a Liberty Me-
morial commemorative stamp can be issued
as a part of the rededication celebration.

The Liberty Memorial stands 217 feet tall
and overlooks the heart of downtown Kansas
City as a constant reminder of the battles
fought and blood shed for our country in WWI.
The peak of the memorial is crowned with four
large stone figures representing courage,
honor, patriotism and sacrifice. Two carved
stone Sphinxes, Memory and Future, guard
the memorial. A commemorative stamp of this
beautiful site would be a fitting tribute to the
veterans who fought in the Great War and the
virtues that the Liberty Memorial represents.

The Liberty Memorial is important as the
only WWI memorial in the United States, but
it also represents a community wide achieve-
ment for the citizens of Kansas City. In 1919,
a community-based fund raising drive raised
over $2,500,000 in less than two weeks. Con-
sidering the value of the dollar and the com-
munication challenges at the time, this sum
demonstrates the tremendous dedication of
the people of Kansas City and the nation to
the Liberty Memorial. Seventy-five years later,
the citizens of Kansas City are coming to-
gether again to rededicate the memorial they
worked so hard to build. A commemorative
stamp of Liberty Memorial could make the
event even more special.

The Liberty Memorial stamp will bring the
nation’s only WWI memorial to the world and
honor those that brought us our freedom in
the fashion they deserve. Let us issue a Lib-
erty Memorial Commemorative stamp with the
same principle as the monument was built, ‘‘In
honor of those who served in the world war in
defense of liberty and our country.’’

f

IN REMEMBRANCE OF JOSEPH
HUGH MACAULAY

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
honor and commemorate the life of my con-
stituent, Joseph Hugh Macaulay. Mr. Macau-
lay, age 77, passed away on July 13th at
Georgetown University Hospital of leukemia.

‘‘Mac,’’ as he was known by his friends and
colleagues, served as a congressional aide for
more that 30 years. He worked for many dif-
ferent members of Congress, before retiring in
1980 as Chief of Staff to Representative John
J. Rhodes, Republican from Arizona, in the
Republican Leader’s Office.

Mr. Macaulay came to Washington after
World War II as a Navy liaison with the U.S.
House of Representatives. He began his Cap-
itol Hill experience in 1947, working for Rep-
resentative Henry J. Latham, Republican of
New York. For many years, from 1948 to
1964, Mr. Macaulay served on the staff of
Representative Charles B. Hoeven, Repub-
lican from Iowa. After working for Representa-
tive Charlotte Reid, Republican of Illinois, until
1971, Mr. Macaulay spent three years as ad-
ministrative assistant with Representative Les-
lie Arends, Republican from Illinois, who was
the Minority Whip. He worked for a year with
Representative Virginia Smith, Republican of
Nebraska, before joining Congressman
Rhodes’s office in 1976.

During these many years of dedicated serv-
ice on Capitol Hill, Mr. Macaulay also had edit-
ed ‘‘Legislative Alert,’’ a publication for Repub-
lican Members which tracked legislation
scheduled for consideration and debate on the
House Floor.

In all of his many important positions on
Capitol Hill, Mr. Macaulay served diligently be-
hind the scenes while never seeking recogni-
tion for himself. In addition to his many years
of public service, he was committed to his
community. For example, Mr. Macaulay volun-
teered for the past ten years in my district with
the Children’s Inn at the National Institutes of
Health.

Mr. Macaulay, who lived in Bethesda, was a
Wisconsin native. He was a graduate of
George Washington University and studied at
John Hopkins University’s School of Advanced
International Studies under the American Polit-
ical Science Association Congressional staff
award. He was a Navy veteran of World War
II.

Survivors include his wife, Patsy, of Be-
thesda; two sons, Scott of New York, and
Colin, of Philadelphia; a sister; and a grand-
daughter.
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FIRST PLACE WINNERS IN THE

NATIONAL HISTORY DAY COM-
PETITION

HON. GARY G. MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, it is with great pleasure that I rise to
honor Jasmine Chiu, Kevin Liang, Jordan
Hathaway and Christopher Hynes, of Upland
High School, Upland, California, First Place
winners in the National History Day competi-
tion.

Approximately 700,000 students from across
the Nation competed in the year-long, oldest,
and most highly regarded humanities contest
in the country. I commend each of you for rep-
resenting Upland High School, your commu-
nity and the State of California with pride and
distinction.

Congratulations and best wishes for suc-
cess in your future educational endeavors.

f

TRIBUTE TO MR. JOHN A.
MCCARROLL

HON. JIM DeMINT
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor Mr. John A. McCarroll of Greenville, SC,
for his many contributions to our State and our
community and to congratulate him on his up-
coming retirement.

Mr. McCarroll has been the Executive Direc-
tor of the Phyllis Wheatley Association for the
past 30 years. Since becoming director, the
agency has grown from a recreational center
to a multi-faceted human services agency that
operates programs out of its two buildings in
Greenville and three satellite centers across
the Upstate.

The Phyllis Wheatley Center is a member of
the United Way of Greenville and, out of forty-
four agencies, receives the second highest al-
location behind the Red Cross. The agency
had a budget of over $1,300,000 in 1999.

Many individuals that have participated in
the agency’s programs under Mr. McCarroll’s
leadership are now serving in important posi-
tions throughout the state, including Colum-
bia’s Chief of Police, Mr. Charles Austin.

Mr. McCarroll has assisted in providing
training for several South Carolina Cabinet
Agencies, assisted groups in organizing non-
profit agencies, and has provided board devel-
opment, marketing and fundraising training for
non-profit agencies throughout the state.

Additionally, Mr. McCarroll received the Dis-
tinguished Leadership Award from the Na-
tional Association for Community Develop-
ment. He was selected as an Inaugural Pro-
gram Participant for Leadership USA in 1995.
He currently serves on the Board of Trustees
of South Carolina State University and the
Greenville County First Steps Board.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank Mr.
McCarroll for all his years of service to our
community and wish him well in his retirement.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. JOHN M. SPRATT, JR
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, last night, at

about 11:23 pm, the House voted 206–223
against an amendment to H.R. 4 offered by
Representative MARKEY. I arrived at the House
floor a moment after the vote was closed, so
my vote was not recorded, but I intended to
vote ‘‘aye’’ on the Markey amendment.

I want the record to be clear regarding my
position on drilling in Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge, or ‘‘ANWR.’’ I do not support drilling
on the coastal plain of ‘‘ANVR.’’ While esti-
mates of the amount of oil that might be re-
covered from the area vary, I am simply not
convinced that spoiling one of the world’s last
pristine areas is the right answer to our na-
tion’s energy problems. In fact, I am a cospon-
sor of legislation to declare the coastal plain of
the reserve, often referred to as ‘‘Section
1002,’’ a wildlife refuge so that no drilling can
take place. This bill, H.R. 770, the Morris K.
Udall Arctic Wilderness Act of 2001, was intro-
duced by Representative MARKEY earlier this
year.

I feel strongly enough about protecting
ANWR that during debate on H.R. 4 yester-
day, I voted against two amendments offered
by Representative SUNUNU to H.R. 4—rollcall
votes No. 315 and No. 316—designed to
make drilling in ANWR more palatable. Fur-
thermore, my vote against final passage of
H.R. 4 and for the Motion to Recommit was
based in no small part on my disappointment
in the bill’s ANWR provisions. I regret that I
was not able to record my vote on the Markey
amendment, but the record should be clear: I
support it.

f

HONORING MARTHA W. BARNETT
ON HER TERM AS PRESIDENT OF
THE AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIA-
TION

HON. ALLEN BOYD
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BOYD Mr. Speaker, we rise today to
recognize the achievements of Martha W.
Barnett as she completes her term as Presi-
dent of the American Bar Association.

After joining the ABA in 1986, Martha
Barnett’s talents quickly became invaluable to
the Association. She served on the Board of
Governors from 1986 to 1989, and in 1994
she became the first woman to chair the
ABA’s policy-making House of Delegates. She
has been President of the ABA for the 2000–
2001 term.

A partner in the law firm of Holland & Knight
LLP, Martha Barnett has had a long record of
service to the State of Florida. She has been
active in the Tallahassee Women Lawyers As-
sociation, the Tallahassee Bar Association, as
well as the Florida Bar. Martha has been a
Governor’s Appointee to the Governor’s Select
Committee on the Workforce 2000 and the
Florida Constitution on Ethics, and has served
on the Constitution Revision Commission.

Mr. Speaker, we often tell our constituents,
particularly students and young people, about

the value of public service in our society. Mar-
tha Barnett exemplifies the best that public
service has to offer, and we would like to
thank her for her contributions and wish her
the best for the future.

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE SWAT ACT

HON. BRIAN BAIRD
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to dis-
cuss something that threatens the economic
and environmental health of my district and
the entire western half of the United States.
That something is the spread of zebra mus-
sels from their current infestation area of the
Great Lakes and Mississippi River to all of the
rivers of the West. The infestation of the zebra
mussels has already cost our nation $3.1 bil-
lion and if they are allowed to spread to the
West, we will see the cost to American busi-
nesses and taxpayers expand even further.

If zebra mussels invade the West Coast,
they will foul thousands of miles of pipes and
canals, water gates and intakes, clog fish
screens, obstruct drinking water facilities,
block cooling pipes at hydroelectric and nu-
clear power plants, damage water filter plants,
agricultural irrigation systems and other water
system components. Waters conducive to
zebra mussel establishment are located along
the entire West Coast from the ports of Alaska
to the reservoirs of southern California, includ-
ing the Columbia and Snake rivers, the Cali-
fornia and south Bay Aqueducts, the Los An-
geles Aqueduct, the Colorado River Aqueduct
and many smaller rivers in between.

Zebra mussels were inadvertently intro-
duced into the Great Lakes in 1987 by ballast
water exchanges from boats that had traveled
from Eastern Europe. Since that time, they
have spread through connected water bodies
by various means including larval transport in
ballast water and adult attachment to hulls of
ships, barges and recreational crafts. The in-
festation of zebra mussels throughout the
Great Lakes, Mississippi River drainages and
the Missouri Rver has cost water users in the
area millions of dollars every year, Stopping or
slowing their arrival is therefore critical from an
economic and biological standpoint. The bill I
am introducing today will help prevent the
westward spread of zebra mussels, as well as
other invasive species that can be transferred
through boat traffic.

The bill, entitled the ‘‘Stop Westward Aquat-
ic Threats (SWAT)’’ Act builds upon programs
that already exist to educate, monitor and pre-
vent the westward spread of aquatic invasive
species, especially zebra mussels. On the fed-
eral level, the SWAT Act uses an existing, but
underfunded, Fish and Wildlife program called
the 100th Meridian Initiative that is designed to
prevent the spread of zebra niussels and other
aquatic nuisance species west of the 100th
meridian. The SWAT Act fully funds education
and monitoring programs at boat launches and
along higlaways and requires the inspection of
commercial boats that cross the 100th merid-
ian. On the State level, the SWAT Act more
than doubles the authorized funding, for State
Invasive Species Management Plans to help
States develop and coordinate their Invasive
Species Management Plans.
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This may be one of the best investments

Congress can make to save money in the long
run. By spending a few million dollars today,
we can save businesses and taxpayers bil-
lions later on.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE COUN-
CIL OF KHALISTAN FOR 15
YEARS OF SERVICE

HON. DAN BURTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to take this opportunity to congratu-
late Dr. Gurmit Singh Aulakh and the Council
of Khalistan, who have completed 15 years of
service to the Sikh community in this country
and the people of the Sikh homeland,
Khalistan.

For the past 15 years, Dr. Aulakh has been
diligently walking the halls of the U.S. Con-
gress to tell us about the latest developments
in India and the massive violations of human
rights that have been perpetrated against
Sikhs, Christian, Muslims, and other minori-
ties. We appreciate the work he has done and
the information he has provided.

Dr. Aulakh’s efforts have made a valuable
contribution to the consideration of our policy
towards India and South Asia. I appreciate his
efforts, and I congratulate him on 15 years of
tireless efforts on behalf of the oppressed.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE DWIGHT
‘‘DIKE’’ EDDLEMAN

HON. TIMOTHY V. JOHNSON
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, on
August 1, 2001, the University of Illinois and
every fan of Illinois athletics, lost a close, dear
friend by the name of Dwight ‘‘Dike’’
Eddleman. Dike Eddleman was what every
young boy dreams of becoming as a kid, the
perfect athlete. In his career at the University
of Illinois he earned 11 varsity letters in foot-
ball, basketball, and track & field and if you
ever wanted to meet a dedicated athlete and
human being, you wouldn’t have had to look
any further once you met Dike. From the fall
of 1947 to the fall of 1948, Dike was in train-
ing or in competition on 354 of the 365 days.
From this dedication came one of the most im-
pressive athletic careers that has ever been
assembled, highlighted by a two year span
when he led the football team to the Rose
Bowl, the basketball team to the Final Four,
and competed in the Olympic Games. In 1993,
the University of Illinois’ Division of Intercolle-
giate Athletics appropriately named the Uni-
versity of Illinois male and female Athlete of
the Year awards after Dike, ensuring that we
would never forget his accomplishments and
dedication. Dike Eddleman will be greatly
missed, but never forgotten.

TRIBUTE TO 25 YEARS OF SERVICE
BY THE EAST JORDAN FAMILY
HEALTH CENTER

HON. BART STUPAK
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

call attention to two significant health care
events, which will take place while you and I
and our House colleagues are back in our dis-
tricts during the August work period.

The first event is national, the celebration of
National Health Center Week, August 19
through 25. This year’s theme is ‘‘Breaking
New Ground in Community Health,’’ a theme
that reflects the expanding role of community
health centers in our nation’s system of health
care delivery.

The second event is the Aug. 23 celebration
of a quarter century of community service by
the East Jordan Family Health Center, which
provides basic and expanded medical care for
10,000 members in a rural part of our nation—
building healthy families and communities and
ensuring a good quality of life.

The two events, Mr. Speaker, are entwined.
The national celebration marks more than 30
years of growth of a grant program for health
care delivery, and the local celebration is a
bright example of that successful growth.

The East Jordan Family Health Center was
incorporated 25 years ago when the commu-
nity lost its only doctor. The next nearest com-
munity with a doctor was Charlevoix, 18 miles
away. So a forward-looking consortium of
community members came together and cre-
ated a private, not-for-profit service.

When the medical practice in the nearby
small community of Bellaire was pulling out,
the East Jordan Center purchased that clinic
and the services of one doctor.

Now the East Jordan Center offers its
10,000 members the services of ten doctors at
two health delivery sites. Among its services
are family practice, pediatric care, and internal
medicine. The Center offers full X-ray and
mammography services.

Membership in the center, Mr. Speaker, is
$6 per year for individuals and $10 per year
for families. It is governed by a board of direc-
tors elected by the membership. The East Jor-
dan Family Health Center draws its strength
and direction from the community, and through
that strength it offers other services to the
community.

Doctors practicing at the Center can provide
other health services, such as assisting in a
local nursing home. The not-for-profit nature of
the Center qualifies the organization for fed-
eral grants, which are used to provide health
care to those residents who might not other-
wise have access to preventive medicine.

The facilities themselves are a community
asset. Space is provided free to the local Food
Pantry, and to a counseling service. Organiza-
tions like Alcoholics Anonymous are given
meeting space. Clearly, keeping health care
costs low through a community-based health
care service helps meet a broad range of local
needs.

The outreach doesn’t stop there. The center
has collaborated with the Northwest Michigan
Community Health Agency, the district health
department, to renovate space and provide
modernized dental facilities, ensuring oral
health care access for area residents.

Facilities like the East Jordan Center are a
great health deal for their members, but we in
Congress need to recognize their important
place in national health care delivery. Accord-
ing to the Michigan Primary Care Association,
community health centers in Michigan receive
1 percent of the state’s Medicaid dollars but
provide 10 percent of the Medicaid services,
clearly an excellent bang for the buck.

Here’s some national figures. According to
the National Association of Community Health
Centers Inc., our nation’s Health Centers are
‘‘the family doctor and health care home for
more than 10 million people,’’ including one of
every 12 rural residents, one of every 10 unin-
sured persons, one of every six low-income
children, and one of every four homeless per-
sons.

As we in Congress work to ensure that all
Americans have access to the finest quality,
most advanced, most personal kind of health
care, we must recognize those individuals and
groups on the front lines of health care deliv-
ery. I ask you and our House colleagues to
join me in wishing the East Jordan Family
Health Center the best as it celebrates 25
years of helping to work toward the same
goals.
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HUMAN CLONING PROHIBITON ACT
OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 31, 2001

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in opposition to HR 2505, The Human
Cloning Prohibition Act of 2001.

As I have already stated, I believe that
cloning is a fascinating, promising issue but
one that remains to be more fully explored. As
has been evidenced by the prior hearings and
debate on this issue, the knowledge of the sci-
entific community in this field is still in its in-
fancy, particularly in the field of stem cell re-
search. It is crucial that Congress carefully
consider all options regarding this issue before
it proceeds, particularly before we undertake
to criminalize aspects of this practice. We
must carefully balance society’s need for life-
saving scientific research against the numer-
ous moral, ethical, social and scientific issues
that this issue raises. Yet what we face here
today is a bill that threatens to stop this valu-
able research, in the face of evidence that we
should permit this research to continue.

The legal, ethical, physical and psycho-
logical implications of such an act are not yet
fully understood. It is generally accepted that
the majority of Americans is not yet com-
fortable with the production of a fully replicated
human, or ‘‘clone.’’ There is little argument
that the existence of these unresolved issues
is good reason to refrain from this activity at
this time. We do not yet know the long-term
health risks for a cloned human being, nor
have we even determined what the rights of a
clone would be as against the person who is
cloned or how either would develop emotion-
ally.

Those of us who believe in the Greenwood-
Deutsch-Schiff-DeGette substitute are not pro-
posing and are not proponents of human
cloning. What we are proponents of is the
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Bush Administration’s NIH report June 2001
entitled ‘‘Stem Cells: Scientific Progress and
Future Research Directions.’’ This report, as I
will discuss further, acknowledges the impor-
tance of therapeutic cloning.

None of us want to ensure that human
beings come out of the laboratory. In fact, I
am very delighted to note that language in the
legislation that I am supporting, the Green-
wood-Deutsch-Schiff-Degette legislation, spe-
cifically says that it is unlawful to use or at-
tempt to use human somatic cell nuclear
transfer technology or the product of such
technology to initiate a pregnancy to create a
human being. But what we can do is save
lives.

For the many people come into my office
who are suffering from Parkinson’s disease,
Alzheimer’s, neurological paralysis, diabetes,
stroke, Lou Gehrig’s disease, and cancer, or
infertility the Weldon bill questions whether
thaf science can continue. I believe it is impor-
tant to support the substitute, and I would ask
my colleagues to do so.

What we can and must accept as a useful
and necessary practice is the use of the
cloning technique to conduct embryonic stem
cell research. This work shows promise in the
effort to treat and even cure many devastating
diseases and injuries, such as sickle cell ane-
mia, spinal cord damage and Parkinson’s dis-
ease through valuable stem cell research. This
research also brings great hope to those who
now languish for years or die waiting for a
donor organ or tissue. Yet just as we are see-
ing the value of such research, H.R. 2505
would seek not only to stop this research, but
also to criminalize it. Yet just as we are seeing
the value of such research, H.R. 2505 would
seek not only to stop this research, but also to
criminalize it. We must pause for a moment to
consider what conduct should be criminalized.

Those who support the Human Cloning Pro-
hibition Act contend that it will have no nega-
tive impact on the field of stem cell research.
However, the findings of the report that the
National Institutes of Health released in June
2001 are to the contrary. This report states
that only clonally derived embryonic stem cells
truly hold the promise of generating replace-
ment cells and tissues to treat and cure many
devastating diseases. It is ironic at the same
time that while the Weldon bill has been mak-
ing its way through the House, the Administra-
tion’s NIH is declaring that that the very re-
search that the bill seeks to prohibit is of sig-
nificant value to all of us.

An embryonic stem cell is derived from a
group of cells called the inner cell mass, which
is part of the early embryo called the blasto-
cyst. Once removed from the blastocyst, the
cells of the inner cell mass can be cultured
into embryonic stem cells; this is known as so-
matic cell nuclear transfer. It is important to
note that these cells are not themselves em-
bryos. Evidence indicates that these cells do
not behave in the laboratory as they would in
the developing embryo.

The understanding of how pluripotent stem
cells work has advanced dramatically just
since 1998, when a scientist at the University
of Wisconsin isolated stem cells from human
embryos. Although some progress has been
made in adult stem cell research, at this point
there is no isolated population of adult stem
cells that is capable of forming all the kinds of
cells of the body. Adult stem cells are rare, dif-
ficult to identify, isolate and purify and do not
replicate indefinitely in culture.

Conversely, pluripotent stem cells have the
ability to develop into all the cells of the body.

The only known sources of human pluripotent
stem cells are those isolated and cultured
from early human embryos and from certain
fetal tissue. There is no evidence that adult
stem cells are pluripotent.

Further, human pluripotent stem cells from
embryos are by their nature clonally derived—
that is, generated by the division of a single
cell and genetically identical to that cell.
Clonality is important for researchers for sev-
eral reasons. To fully understand and harness
the ability of stem cells to generate replace-
ment cells and tissues, the each identity of
those cells’ genetic capabilities and functional
qualities must be known. Very few studies
show that adult stem cells have these prop-
erties. Hence, now that we are on the cusp of
even greater discoveries, we should not take
an action that will cut off these valuable sci-
entific developments that are giving new hope
to millions of Americans. For example, it may
be possible to treat many diseases, such as
diabetes and Parkinson’s, by transplanting
human embryonic cells. To avoid
immunological rejection of these cells ‘‘it has
been suggested that . . . [a successful trans-
plant] could be accomplished by using somatic
cell nuclear transfer technology (so called
therapeutic cloning), . . .’’ according to the
NIH.

Hence, although I applaud the intent of H.R.
2505, I have serious concerns about it. H.R.
2505 would impose criminal penalties not only
on those who attempt to clone for reproductive
purposes, but also on those who engage in re-
search cloning, such as stem cell and infertility
research, to expand the boundaries of useful
scientific knowledge. These penalties would
extend to those who ship or receive a product
of human cloning. And these penalties are se-
vere—imprisonment of up to ten years and a
civil penalty of up to one million dollars, not to
exceed more than two times the gross pecu-
niary gain of the violator. Many questions re-
main unanswered about stem cell research,
and we must pen-nit the inquiry to continue so
that these answers can be found. In addition
to research into treatments and cures for life
threatening diseases, I am also particularly
concerned about the possible effect on the
treatment and prevention of infertility and re-
search into new contraceptive technologies.
We must not criminalize these inquiries.

HR 2505 would make permanent the mora-
torium on human cloning that the National Bio-
ethics Advisory Commission recommended to
President Clinton in 1997 in order to allow for
more time to study the issue. Those who sup-
port the bill state that we must do so because
we do not fully understand the ramifications of
cloning and that allowing even cloning for em-
bryonic stem cell research creates a slippery
slope into reproductive cloning. I maintain that
we must study what we do not know, not pro-
hibit it. The very fact that there was disagree-
ment among the witnesses who spoke before
us in Judiciary Committee indicates that there
is substantial need for further inquiry. We
would not know progress if we were to crim-
inalize every step that yielded some possible
negative results along with the positive.

There are many legal uncertainties inherent
in prohibiting cloning. First, we face the argu-
ment that reproductive cloning may be con-
stitutionally protected by the right to privacy.
We must also carefully consider whether we
take a large step towards overturning Roe v.
Wade when we legislatively protect embryos.
We do not recognize embryos as full-fledged
human beings with separate legal rights, and
we should not seek to do so.

Instead, I again urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Greenwood-Deutsch-Schiff-Degette, a
reasonable alternative to H.R. 2505. This leg-
islation includes a ten year moratorium on
cloning intended to create a human life, in-
stead of permanently banning it. As I pre-
viously noted, it specifically prohibits human
cloning or its products for the purposes of initi-
ating or intending to initiate a pregnancy. It im-
poses the same penalties on this human
cloning as does H.R. 2505. Thus, it address-
ees the concern of some that permitting sci-
entific/research cloning would lead to permit-
ting that permitting the creation of cloned hu-
mans.

More importantly, the Greenwood-Deutsch-
Schiff-Degette substitute will still permit valu-
able scientific research to continue, including
embryonic stem cell research, which I have al-
ready discussed. This substitute would explic-
itly permit life giving fertility treatments to con-
tinue. As I have stated, for the millions of
Americans struggling with infertility, protection
of access to fertility treatments is crucial. Infer-
tility is a crucial area of medicine in which we
are developing cutting edge techniques that
help those who cannot conceive on their own.
It would be irresponsible to cut short these
procedures by legislation that mistakenly
treats them as the equivalent of reproductive
cloning. For example, there is a fertility tech-
nique known as ooplasmic transfer that could
be considered to be illegal cloning under H.R.
2505’s broad definition of ‘‘human cloning.’’
This technique involves the transfer of material
that may contain mitochondrial DNA from a
donor egg to another fertilized egg. This tech-
nique has successfully helped more than thirty
infertile couples conceive healthy children. It
may also come as no surprise that in vitro fer-
tilization research has been a leading field for
other valuable stem cell research.

The Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention advise that ten percent of couples in
this country, or 6.1 million couples, experience
infertility at any given time. It affects men and
women with almost equal frequency. In 1998,
the last year for which data is available,, there
were 80,000 recorded in vitro fertilization at-
tempts, out of which 28,500 babies were born.
This technique is a method by which a man’s
sperm and the woman’s egg are combined in
a laboratory dish, where fertilization occurs.
The resulting embryo is then transferred to the
uterus to develop naturally. Thousands of
other children were conceived and born as a
result of what are now considered lower tech-
nology procedures, such as intrauterine in-
semination. Recent improvements in scientific
advancement make pregnancy possible in
more than half of the couples pursuing treat-
ments.

The language in my amendment made it ex-
plicitly clear that embryonic stem cell research
and medical treatments will not be banned or
restricted, even if both human and research
cloning are.

The organizations that respectively rep-
resent the infertile and their doctors, the Amer-
ican Infertility Association and the American
Society for Reproductive Medicine, support
this amendment. For the millions of Americans
struggling with infertility, this provision is very
important. Infertility is a crucial area of medi-
cine in which we are developing cutting edge
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techniques that help those who cannot con-
ceive on their own. It is would be irresponsible
to cut short these procedures by legislation
that mistakenly addresses these treatments as
the equivalent of reproductive cloning.

The proponents of H.R. 2505 argue that
their bill will not prohibit these procedures.
However, access to infertility treatments is so
critical and fundamental to millions that we
should make sure that it is explicitly protected
here. We must not stifle the research and
treatment by placing doctors and scientists in
fear that they will violate criminal law. To do
so would deny infertile couples access to
these important treatments.

Whatever action we take, we must be care-
ful that out of fear of remote consequences we
do not chill valuable scientific research, such
as that for the treatment and prevention of in-
fertility or research into new contraceptive
technologies. The essential advances we have
made in this century and prior ones have been
based on the principles of inquiry and experi-
ment. We must tread lightly lest we risk tram-
pling this spirit. Consider the example of
Galileo, who was exiled for advocating the
theory that the Earth rotated around the Sun.
It is not an easy balance to simultaneously
promote careful scientific advancement while
also protecting ourselves from what is dan-
gerous, but we must strive to do so. Lives de-
pend on it.

Mr. Speaker, we must think carefully before
we vote on this legislation, which will have far
reaching implications on scientific and medical
advancement and set the tone for congres-
sional oversight of the scientific community.

f

A TRIBUTE TO JUSTICE CLINTON
WAYNE WHITE

HON. BARBARA LEE
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to honor
one of our nation’s Civil Rights’ Leaders, the
Honorable Clinton Wayne White.

Justice Clinton Wayne White was born on
October 8, 1921. Between 1942–1945, he
proudly served in the United States Army Air
Corp.

After World War II, Justice White attended
the University of California, Berkeley and re-
ceived his Bachelor’s Degree in 1946 and
later he earned his LLB from the University’s
Boalt Hall School of Law. In 1949, he, along
with one other African-American, was admitted
to the California State Bar. It was at this time
that Justice White truly became an inspiration
to African Americans and future African Amer-
ican leaders.

Justice White was a prominent defense at-
torney who publically criticized and challenged
the criminal justice system’s biases against Af-
rican-Americans. He knew how to use the law
to fight for social, economic and political
progress for people of color. He was a warrior
and a crusader, who truly believed in equality
for all persons.

It was his strength and determination for eq-
uity, which led Justice White to become Presi-
dent of the Oakland NAACP in the 1960s. He
waged a successful campaign to change the
Alameda County’s jury selection system to in-
clude minorities.

After several successful years as a leading
civil rights attorney, Justice White was ele-
vated to serve as a trial court judge in the Ala-
meda County Superior Court and was later
appointed to the State Court of Appeal.

Even with his hectic schedule, Justice White
still found the time to participate in many com-
munity organizations such as Men of Tomor-
row and the Charles Houston Club. He was
certain to make time to coach youth baseball
teams in Oakland, because he cared about
our youth and their future. In 1978, Justice
White became the founder of the Clinton
White Foundation which seek to enable and
empower people to live their lives away from
poverty and despair.

Justice White was considered a mentor to
current leaders in Alameda County, but to me,
he is also and will always be my hero. I knew
him when I was still a student in the early
1970s. His guidance and wisdom helped me
through some very difficult times. I will always
remember his kindness and compassion.

I am proud to stand here alongside his fam-
ily, friends and colleagues to salute Justice
Clinton Wayne White, a man who was a leg-
acy for all.
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INTRODUCTION OF THE
‘‘TEACHERS FOR TOMORROW’’ ACT

HON. JAY INSLEE
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, today I proudly
introduce the Teachers for Tomorrow Act of
2001, a bill to address the serious teacher
shortage in our nation’s schools. We have
over 53 million students in America’s elemen-
tary and secondary schools—a new enroll-
ment record. Unfortunately, we lack the most
important part of the equation—teachers! Na-
tionwide, we will need an additional 2 million
teachers over the next ten years. There are
particular shortages in specific subject areas
such as math, science, bilingual education and
special education. For the first time in my dis-
trict in Washington State, teaching positions
have remained vacant.

We cannot afford to allow the current trend
to continue where our best and brightest stu-
dents ignore the teaching profession or leave
it altogether. A million teachers are expected
to retire over the next ten years, and they are
leaving the classroom faster than new teach-
ers are graduating from college. Even more
troublesome is the fact that only half of new
teachers in urban public schools are still
teaching after five years. These are serious
warning signs of a teacher shortage and an
upcoming crisis if we do not act to recruit and
retain teachers.

We must do more to empower new college
graduates to choose education as a career.
My legislation would permit every public ele-
mentary and secondary school teacher to
apply for 100% federal loan forgiveness. Cur-
rent law only applies to teachers that teach
specific subject areas or in low-income
schools. For teachers of disabled students,
specific subject areas, or in low-income
schools, my bill would guarantee loan forgive-
ness over three years. All other teachers
would be eligible for loan forgiveness over five
years.

Loan forgiveness would be granted for con-
tinuing education loans, in order for teachers
to pursue advanced degrees. Moreover, rather
than allowing these financial incentives to un-
fairly push teachers into a higher tax bracket,
any loan forgiveness would be granted tax
neutral status.

Finally, our teachers deserve to use the
benefit of their experience and be able to
guide their classrooms and schools with local
control. My bill maintains the ability of local
schools to make hiring, firing and other deci-
sions as they see fit.

Our teachers deserve our highest accolades
for educating our nation’s children. We ought
to thank them for the meaningful work they do
every day. I hope that by forgiving federal
loans, this legislation will draw more success-
ful students into the teaching profession, and
help to retain their experience.

I submit to my colleagues a plan to recruit
and retain qualified teachers. We cannot shirk
our duty to provide a high quality education to
every child. I urge my colleagues to meet this
challenge and support this legislation.
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TRIBUTE TO DELORIS CARTER
HAMPTON

HON. JAMES P. MORAN
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to Ms. Deloris Carter
Hampton, a resident of Northern Virginia, who
passed away on July 15, 2001, while attend-
ing a family gathering in Bethlehem, Pennsyl-
vania. I first met Deloris over ten years ago
and was immediately impressed by her gen-
erosity of spirit, boundless energy, sense of
humor, and devotion to her family and friends.
As a young student, she fulfilled her dream of
becoming a dancer by dancing for Martha
Graham. She graduated from Tuskegee Insti-
tute and received her master’s degree from
New York University before beginning her
teaching career in Huntsville, Alabama and in
Englewood, New Jersey. Deloris was a caring
wife, mother, friend and teacher. She was
dedicated to children and teaching, and spent
27 years as a physical education instructor be-
fore retiring in 1996 from the public schools in
Prince William County, Virginia. Deloris was
an activist in her community, in the State of
Virginia and in civil rights. In Prince William
County, she was a member of the Service Au-
thority, the National Association for the Ad-
vancement of Colored People, the Committee
of 100, the Court Appointed Special Advocate
(CASA), and a founding member of Women in
Community Action (WICA). She was active in
the National, Virginia and Prince William
County Education Associations, the American
Association of University Women (AAUW), the
Fairfax County Retired Educators Association
as immediate past President, in the Virginia
Education Association of Health, Physical
Education, Recreation, and Dance, in Car-
rousels, Inc., and in Celebrate Children. She
was a hard working member of her church,
Good Shepherd United Methodist Church.
Deloris leaves a loving family, her husband,
George M. Hampton, Sr., a retired Army offi-
cer, her father, George L. Carter, Sr., a son
George M. Hampton, Jr., a daughter Sydni T.
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Hampton, and a granddaughter, Desiree D.
Hampton. Deloris will always be missed by
those who knew her but her selfless, giving
spirit lives on in her community, and with her
family and her friends.

f

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2002

SPEECH OF

HON. DAVE CAMP
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 31, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 2647) making ap-
propriations for the Legislative Branch for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2002, and
for other purposes:

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to ex-
press my support for the fiscal year 2002 Leg-
islative Branch Appropriations bill. During the
last few years, Congress has led a historic ef-
fort to reduce the deficit and incorporate fiscal
responsibility into federal spending. We re-
viewed programs and guidelines to make them
more efficient and effective and explored alter-
natives to get the most of each tax dollar. We
have also adopted many proposals that have
saved taxpayers billions of dollars. Today, we
again have the opportunity to reaffirm our
message of fiscal responsibility and deficit re-
duction by passing this legislation.

As many of my Colleagues know, since
1991 I have, along with several other Mem-
bers, introduced an amendment to the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations bill that simply re-
quires unspent office funds to be used for def-
icit or debt reduction. This amendment has al-
ways received strong bipartisan support and I
am proud to report that the committee has in-
cluded this provision in the base bill.

In the last few years we have achieved what
has eluded Congress for 30 years—a bal-
anced budget. The fiscal year 2002 Legislative
Branch Appropriations bill continues our as-
sault on the national debt and holds the line
on spending. I believe this measure provides
a good incentive for Members to spend tax-
payer funds responsibly and lead by example
in our efforts to reduce the national debt. With-
out this provision, Members’ unspent office
funds can be ‘‘reprogrammed’’ for other budg-
et purposes, frustrating the frugal efforts of
many Members. Let’s keep practicing sound
spending practices and keep moving towards
reducing our enormous national debt.

I thank the Chairman for his support and for
including the unspent office funds provision in
H.R. 2647 and I urge all Members to support
this important legislation.
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TRIBUTE TO EARNEST L. RICE

HON. JOSÉ E. SERRANO
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay
tribute to Earnest L. Rice, who is about to re-
tire after a long career with United Parcel
Service and will soon relinquish his post on
my Military Advisory Board.

Earnie Rice has had a long and distin-
guished career with UPS, starting in 1967 as
a package car driver. Over the years, he rose
within the ranks of his company and eventu-
ally reached the post of Operations Manager.
Now, at the end of his career, Earnie is the
Community Relations Manager for the Metro
New York District, a position he has held for
the past eight years.

Earnie Rice has also worked hard for his
community. In the past, he served on the
Board of Directors of the Harlem YMCA, and
worked with the American Cancer Society as
well as City Meals-on-Wheels. Mr. Rice also
served his country honorably in the Vietnam
War.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
in paying tribute to Mr. Rice. he has been a
great asset to our community and we will miss
his contributions to my Military Advisory
Board. I wish him luck in his future endeavors.
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IN MEMORY OF DR. HARLAN
DETLEFSEN

HON. MIKE THOMPSON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to recognize Harlan Detlefsen,
Doctor of Veterinary Medicine, who practiced
in Ferndale, Humboldt County, California for
more than fifty years. His contributions to
horse racing and the Humboldt County Fair
will be celebrated on August 11, 2001 with the
dedication of an historic barn in his memory.

In his long association with the Humboldt
County Fair, Dr. Detlefsen served as the track
veterinarian, assistant veterinarian and volun-
teer. His lifelong support and service contin-
ued through the 2000 Humboldt County Fair.
Highly esteemed in his community and by his
colleagues for his dedication and commitment
to the highest standards of veterinary practice,
Dr. Detlefsen has left a distinguished legacy to
his wife, Maxine, and to his daughters, Wendy
Lestina, Candace Detlefsen, and Tonya
Detlefsen.

After his retirement, Dr. Detlefsen estab-
lished himself in the Myers Flat area as an ex-
traordinary horticulturist, providing County Fair
personnel each year with a variety of fruits
and vegetables from his Southern Humboldt
gardens.

The Humboldt County Fair Association and
the Ferndale Jockey Club will dedicate the his-
toric Assembly Barn, first built in 1928, to Dr.
Detlefsen who helped prepare the facilities for
the monitoring of racehorses in Fair competi-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, it is appropriate at this time
that we recognize Harlan Detlefsen, DVM, for
his outstanding service to his community.
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IN TRIBUTE TO A PEACEMAKER,
JOHN WALLACH, FOUNDER OF
SEEDS OF PEACE

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. BALDACCI, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr.

ALLEN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
DINGELL, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. RAHALL, Ms. LOWEY,
Mr. FILNER, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr.
SANDERS and Mr. NADLER, I rise to honor John
Wallach, journalist and international peace-
maker. Mr. Wallach has nurtured a belief that
peace can be achieved when opponents hu-
manize each other, get to know each other,
and grow to respect and understand each
other, and learn to live together. Mr. Wallach
created a place where that humanizing and
coexistence could take place. It is a camp
called Seeds of Peace.

Starting in 1993, Seeds of Peace has
brought together Arab and Israeli teenagers,
aged 13 to 15, to learn how to stop the cycle
of violence and to learn conflict resolution
skills. Since then, teenagers from opposing
sides in the Balkans, Cyprus and India/Paki-
stan international conflicts have begun to par-
ticipate. They participate in person-to-person
peacemaking. They create the substance of
peace—daily coexistence. They confront the
most difficult issues facing their nations—refu-
gees, water, borders, holy sites—issues that in
many cases their leaders have avoided. No
subject is left unaddressed and their hatred is
raw, the pain is fierce and real. Unlike their
national leaders, Seeds of Peace participants
must live every waking moment together—
sleeping, eating, playing, conversing, and un-
derstanding. Seeds of Peace is a supplement
to international diplomacy. While governments
sign agreements, it is up to ordinary people to
fulfill the meaning of those documents, and
they do it through daily coexistence.

The Seeds of Peace Camp is set in Maine,
a safe, neutral and beautiful environment. It is
a physical location that reminds participants of
what the world can be. Seeds of Peace fos-
ters friendships among young people in order
to facilitate an enduring peace in the future.

An indicator of the program’s success was
the first Middle East Youth Summit (organized
by Seeds of Peace) at Villars, Switzerland in
May, 1998. The Summit brought together
Seeds of Peace graduates from Egypt, Israel,
Jordan, the Palestinian National Authority and
the United States to collaborate in figuring out
how to end the stalemate of the peace proc-
ess. The young delegates were presented with
the areas in conflict, and they subsequently
framed a Declaration of Principles, upholding
conflict resolution methods and concepts. The
final result of the Summit was the ‘‘Charter of
Villars,’’ which was proposed as a starting
point for Israeli and Palestinian leaders in
going about resolving conflicting issues. The
Charter serves as a paradigm for future at-
tempts at peaceful conflict resolution.

The short-term impact of the program is ob-
vious, and its long term success will be meas-
ured by the continuing connections among
graduates. Two-thirds of the teens, it is esti-
mated, remain actively involved with each
other and with the program.

A total of twenty-one delegations partici-
pated in Seeds of Peace in the summer of
2000: eight delegations from the Middle East
(Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Morocco, Palestinian
Authority, Qatar, Tunisia, and Yemen), two
from Cyprus (Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cyp-
riot), Greece, Turkey, the Balkan nations, and
the United States.

For fostering peace through the Seeds of
Peace program, Mr. Wallach has been recog-
nized for playing a significant role in the Mid-
dle East peace process. He received the
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UNESCO Peace Prize in 2000, and received
the Legion of Honor of the Hashemite King-
dom from King Hussein in 1997. Mr. Wallach
also founded the Chautauqua Conference on
U.S.-Soviet Relations, for which he received
the 1991 Medal of Friendship from then Presi-
dent Mikhail Gorbachev. President Clinton sa-
luted Mr. Wallach by writing, ‘‘Your commit-
ment to spreading the message of tolerance,
justice and human right has helped so many
people . . . and planted the seeds for peace
in the generation that will one day be leading
our world.’’

Before embarking on a second career as an
ambassador of peace and mutual under-
standing, Mr. Wallach had a distinguished ca-
reer in journalism and as an author. From
1968 to 1994, he served as diplomatic cor-
respondent, White House correspondent, and
foreign editor for the Hearst Newspapers. He
was named BBC’s first visiting correspondent
in 1980, and contributed regularly to CBC,
NPR, and BBC. He was also the founding edi-
tor of WE/Mbl, the first independent weekly
newspaper in Russia. His articles earned
many prizes, including two Overseas Press
Club awards, the Edward Weintal Prize and
the Edwin Hood Award, the highest honor pre-
sented by the National Press Club. In 1979,
President Carter presented Mr. Wallach with
the Congressional Committee of Correspond-
ents Award for his coverage of the Egyptian-
Israeli Camp David summit. As an author, he
co-authored with his wife Janet Wallach, three
books, Arafat: In The Eyes of the Beholder,
Still Small Voices, and The New Palestinians.
Mr. Wallach has also written The Enemy has
a Face.

When Mr. Wallach founded Seeds of Peace,
many people told him it was a futile under-
taking. They told him he would be risking his
reputation. Despite the critics, Mr. Wallach
persisted. Thankfully, he did, and through his
example, he has demonstrated the power of
hopeful vision, dogged determination, inspiring
optimism, and faith in humankind. Let us join
Mr. Wallach in the hope that one day, there
will be a pathbreaking international summit,
where the representatives of many nations
have in common the experience of peace-
making at Seeds of Peace. That will be a
great day indeed.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. JERROLD NADLER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I was unable to
be present for rollcall vote 305. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ I ask unan-
imous consent that this be noted at the appro-
priate place in the RECORD.

f

COLORADO RIVER QUANTIFICA-
TION SETTLEMENT FACILITA-
TION ACT

HON. DUNCAN HUNTER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, as you know,
the story of the American West is one of a re-

lentless quest for our most precious resource:
water. Hundreds of rivers have been diverted
and dammed, and thousands have lost their
lives over this precious resource. Many of
these battles continue today as our Western
population rapidly grows, environmental regu-
lations increase, and farmers find themselves
in the outrageous predicament of arguing over
what should have a priority during water short-
ages: the livelihood of their families and com-
munities—or fish.

Today I am proud to introduce the Colorado
River Quantification Settlement Facilitation
Act. This legislation will enable California to
avoid future water conflicts by establishing the
means for new conservation measures. In ad-
dition, it will ensure a reliable source of water
for Southern California’s many agricultural and
urban users.

For decades, California has been using ap-
proximately 800,000 acre feet per year more
from the Colorado River than its 4.4 million
acre feet water right. Understandably, the
other river basin states, with many of their
communities growing rapidly, have long ex-
pressed concern. They feel our continued use
of their surplus water, with no plan to wean
ourselves from such use, will come into con-
flict with their inevitable need to utilize their full
water rights.

In recent months, the California Colorado
River water agencies and the other basin
states came to an important agreement. This
agreement established a time-line for Cali-
fornia to gradually, over fifteen years, de-
crease its dependency on the Colorado River
and live within its 4.4 million acre feet annual
allotment. The agreement establishes new op-
erating procedures that allow California to con-
tinue to use excess river water, while they de-
velop ways to establish agricultural conserva-
tion measures. This will make possible in-
creased transfers of water to urban areas and
ensure our future compliance. Further, the
agreement mandates that California adhere to
specific benchmark conservation goals, which
if go unmet, California would immediately be
forced to live within the 4.4 million acre feet al-
lotment. Such a scenario would prove disas-
trous to our state.

My legislation will help California avert such
a crisis by providing a degree of certainty in
completing the agreement’s required bench-
marks, funding off-stream reservoirs to store
surplus water, and insuring compliance with
the Endangered Species Act by funding envi-
ronmental mitigation in and around the Salton
Sea. The Sea, in my district, is the largest
lake in California and habitat for hundreds of
species of birds and fish, which I aim to pro-
tect against the effects of any water conserva-
tion measures.

Again, I introduce the Colorado River Quan-
tification Settlement Facilitation Act. This bill
will promote conservation and enable reliable
water supplies for California for decades to
come. I urge my colleagues’ thoughtful consid-
eration.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE BRONX PUERTO
RICAN DAY PARADE

HON. JOSÉ E. SERRANO
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, once again it

is with pride that I rise to pay tribute to the

Bronx Puerto Rican Day Parade, on its thir-
teenth year of celebrating the culture and con-
tributions of the Puerto Rican community to
our nation.

The Bronx Puerto Rican Day Parade will be
held on Sunday, August 5, in my South Bronx
Congressional District. The event is the cul-
mination of a series of activities surrounding
Puerto Rican Week in the Bronx.

Under the direction of the Bronx Puerto
Rican Day Parade Committee, Inc., the pa-
rade has grown into one of the most colorful
and important festivals of Puerto Rican culture
in the five boroughs of New York City and be-
yond. The Parade brings together people from
all ethnic backgrounds, including Puerto
Ricans from the Island and all across the na-
tion.

It is an honor for me to join once again the
hundreds of thousands of people who will
march with pride along the Grand Concourse
in celebration of our Puerto Rican heritage.
The Puerto Rican flag and other ornaments in
the flag’s red, white, and blue will decorate the
festival.

As one who has participated in the parade
in the past, I can attest to the excitement it
generates as it brings the entire City together.
It is a celebration and an affirmation of life. It
is wonderful that so many people can have
this experience, which will change the lives of
many of them. There’s no better way to see
our community in the Bronx.

The event will feature a wide variety of en-
tertainment for all age groups. The Parade will
end with live music, Puerto Rican food, crafts,
and other entertainment. It is expected that
this year’s parade will surpass last year’s
number of visitors.

In addition to the parade, the many orga-
nizers have provided the community with near-
ly a week of activities to commemorate the
contributions of the Puerto Rican community,
its culture and history.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great enthusiasm that
I ask my colleagues to join me in paying trib-
ute to this wonderful celebration of Puerto
Rican culture, which has brought so much
pride to the Bronx community.

f

RECOGNIZING ANDY AND BETTY
BECKSTOFFER FOR BEING CITI-
ZENS OF THE YEAR

HON. MIKE THOMPSON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to honor Andy and Betty
Beckstoffer for being named St. Helena 2001
Citizens of the Year. As residents of St. Hel-
ena for over 25 years, they consistently con-
tribute positively to my hometown.

Two of my great friends, Andy and Betty
Beckstoffer, have been at the helm of one of
the most successful grape growing operations
in the country. Beckstoffer Vineyards now
owns and operates vineyards in Mendocino,
Lake, and Napa counties, all three of which I
am honored to represent in Congress.

I admire the Beckstoffers for their success
in the grape growing business and in commu-
nity service. Andy has always been a leader in
utilizing new technologies to increase the qual-
ity of wine grapes from Northern California.
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The highly respected winegrowing region in
my district owes a lot of its success to the in-
novative style of Andy Beckstoffer.

Betty Beckstoffer is currently a member of
the board of the St. Helena Boys & Girls Club.
She works tirelessly to improve the lives of the
young people in the Napa Valley. Betty has
been a real star in generating support for the
Club—she has coordinated fundraising efforts
to bring thousands of dollars to support the
goal of aiding at-risk children.

The Beckstoffers moved to my hometown,
St. Helena, in 1975, the same year Andy be-
came a founding director of the Napa Valley
Grape Growers Association. Beckstoffer Vine-
yards came to life after Andy invested $7,500
to buy a small grape growing company in
1973. The company has grown under the care
of the Beckstoffers to a company that now
owns over 2500 acres of Northern California
vineyards.

Andy and Betty were married in 1960, and
are the proud parents of five children. Our
community and our country are fortunate to
have citizens like the Beckstoffers promoting
the wine industry and working to improve the
lives of our nation’s youth.

Mr. Speaker, please join me in recognizing
the achievements of Andy and Betty
Beckstoffer. The town of St. Helena, the entire
Napa Valley, and our nation should aspire to
achieve the success of these two great Ameri-
cans.

f

ON THE INTRODUCTION OF THE
‘‘MX MISSILE STAND-DOWN ACT’’

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, today, Rep.
TAUSCHER and I are introducing the ‘‘MX Mis-
sile Stand-Down Act’’, a measure to take the
50 MX missiles off of hair-trigger alert.

Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld
announced on June 27 of this year that the
Pentagon would seek to dismantle these 50
MX missiles. Yesterday, the House Armed
Services Committee passed by voice vote an
amendment by Rep. ALLEN to the Defense Au-
thorization bill to allow such dismantlement,
which had been previously prohibited by Con-
gress.

The bill we are introducing today augments
these recent steps. According to a preliminary
plan by the Air Force, these MX missiles
would be dismantled over a 3-year timescale.
What our legislation is saying is that there is
no need to keep the balance of the silo-bust-
ing, heavily-MIRVed MX missiles in a state of
ready launch during that time, and therefore
we direct the Secretary of Defense to stand-
down the MX missiles by removing their war-
heads over FY2002.

This is a simple but important step. Cur-
rently, the United States and Russia have a
total of about 4,000 weapons on hair-trigger
alert, ready to launch within a few minutes.
This state of readiness is unnecessary a dec-
ade after the end of the Cold War. As then-
Governor George W. Bush observed during
the recent Presidential campaign on May 23,
2000, ‘‘[T]he United States should remove as
many weapons as possible from high-alert,
hair-trigger status. Another unnecessary ves-

tige of Cold War confrontation, preparation for
quick launch within minutes after warning of
an attack was the rule during the era of super-
power rivalry. But today for two nations at
peace, keeping so many weapons on high
alert may create unacceptable risks of acci-
dental or unauthorized launch.’’

There is a real danger that a false alarm
could lead to a nuclear exchange, as evi-
denced by episodes such as the 1995 incident
in which the Russians mistook a scientific
launch for an attack and began the process of
responding. With the Russian early warning
systems having deteriorated since that inci-
dent, the hazard is all the more plausible.
Therefore, we also direct the Secretary of De-
fense to make yearly reports to Congress on
the condition of the Russian early warning
systems, as well as the inventory and alert
status of the Russian nuclear arsenal.

This bill continues the process of con-
fidence-building, making a definitive, material
statement to the Russians that we do not wish
to continue to maintain our nuclear weapons
in high-alert and thereby encourage them to
follow suit.
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ON THE INTRODUCTION OF THE
‘‘MX MISSILE STAND-DOWN ACT’’

HON. ELLEN O. TAUSCHER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am

pleased to join Congressman MARKEY today in
offering this important bill which I believe
would take an important step toward making
the world safer from the threat of accidental
nuclear war.

As you may know, Mr. Speaker, the United
States and Russia maintain between them,
over 4000 weapons on high alert. These
weapons are capable of being launched in 3
to 15 minutes and have a combined destruc-
tive power nearly 100,000 times greater than
the atomic bomb dropped over Hiroshima.

Within a few minutes of receiving instruc-
tions to fire, American and Russian land-
based rockets with over 3,000 warheads could
begin their 25 minute flight to their targets.
Less than 15 minutes after receiving their at-
tack order, U.S. and Russian ballistic missile
submarines could dispatch over 1,000 war-
heads.

As you know Mr. Speaker, none of these
missiles can be recalled or made to self-de-
struct.

The Cold War is over but the dangers
posed by nuclear weapons have increased be-
cause of the heightened risk of an attack re-
sulting from accident, miscalculation or unau-
thorized use. Indeed, I have serious concerns
about the steady deterioration of Russia’s
early warning and nuclear command systems.
According to intelligence reports, critical elec-
tronic devices and computers sometimes
switch to combat mode for no apparent rea-
son. And many of the radars and satellites in-
tended to detect a ballistic missile attack no
longer operate.

During the 2000 campaign, President Bush
stated that the ‘‘U.S. should remove as many
weapons as possible from high-alert, hair-trig-
ger status’’ because an excess number ‘‘on
high-alert may create unacceptable risks of
accidental or unauthorized launch’’.

This important bill would take a small but
significant step toward reducing the risk of ac-
cidental nuclear conflict by de-alerting the 50
Peacekeeper Missiles. By building trust with
the Russians and showing them we are seri-
ous about arms control, this measure is a seri-
ous and responsible investment in our coun-
try’s security.

In 1991, responding to the August Moscow
coup, and along with START negotiations,
President George Bush took 450 Minuteman II
missiles and all strategic bombers off alert.

In response, Russia announced the deacti-
vation of 503 ICBMs and pledged to keep
bombers at low readiness levels.

Mr. Speaker, ten years later it is high time
we do this again. Let’s deactivate the MX Mis-
siles and send the Russians the same mes-
sage we did in 1991 that we are serious about
reducing the threat of nuclear war.

f

DISABLED VETERANS SERVICE
DOGS & HEALTH CARE IMPROVE-
MENT ACT OF 2001

HON. JERRY MORAN
OF KANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, as

Chairman of the Veterans Subcommittee on
Health I am introducing the ‘‘Veterans Service
Dogs & Health Care Improvement Act of
2001.’’ This legislation improves veterans’
health care services in several important
ways.

It allows the VA to provide service dogs to
disabled veterans. It mandates improvement in
VA capacity for specialized medical programs
for veterans, such as serious mental illness,
spinal cord injury, blindness, amputees and
traumatic brain injuries. It modifies the VA’s
‘‘ability to pay’’ formula so that low-income vet-
erans can receive the care they need. Finally,
the bill establishes innovative pilot programs to
help us learn how we can improve veterans’
benefits in the future.

We all know that dog is man’s best friend,
but for many disabled veterans, a dog is much
more than a friend. Service dogs can greatly
enhance the quality of life for many seriously
disabled veterans. This bill authorizes the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs to provide enrolled
veterans with spinal cord injuries, immobility
due to chronic impairment and hearing impair-
ment to use service dogs in day-today activi-
ties. Training, travel, and incidental expenses
incurred while adjusting to the dog may also
be paid.

This bill also seeks to strengthen mandates
for VA to maintain capacity in specialized
medical programs, such as serious mental ill-
ness, spinal cord injury, blinded veterans, vet-
erans with amputations and veterans suffering
from traumatic brain injuries, in each VISN. Al-
though overall capacity has increased in the
VA, there has been a decrease in the number
of veterans with substance-use and mental ill-
ness served in specialized programs. With
over 225,000 homeless veterans currently liv-
ing on our streets, we cannot allow this to
continue. Only 11 of 25 spinal cord injury fa-
cilities are providing the number of staffed
beds specified by a VHA Directive. We must
extend the reporting requirement to ensure VA
is doing what was directed to care for our at-
risk veteran population.
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Beyond the VHA Directive regarding capac-

ity, this bill seeks to modify the current VA
means-test threshold. For about fifteen years,
the VA has determined a nonservice-con-
nected veteran’s ability to pay by comparing a
veteran’s income to a predetermined ‘‘means-
test threshold.’’ The threshold, expressed in
annual household income, is an assumed in-
come level that would be sufficient to a vet-
eran to pay for health care in the community.
If a veteran’s income is below the ‘‘ability to
pay’’ threshold, (currently $23,688 for a single
veteran without dependents) he or she is eligi-
ble for VA care, and permits the veteran to
avoid the co-payments charged to higher-in-
come veterans for VA health care services.

VA’s one national standard income thresh-
old has been criticized for years because of
the disparities in living costs throughout the
country.

The Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment employs a system of ascertaining
poverty levels for subsidized housing that is
much more reflective of the cost of living
around the country than the VA’s means test.
The Chairman of the Full Committee and I be-
lieve the HUD index should be used by VA to
better reflect differences in economic factors.

Another provision of this bill explores im-
proved coordination of VA ambulatory and
community hospital care. This calls for a 4-
year, 4-site pilot project in which the VA refers
enrolled veterans to local community hospitals
rather than transporting them to an urban VA
facility hours away. This is one more way the
VA can work to bring VA services closer to the
veterans they serve.

Another pilot program proposed in this bill is
a 4-year, 4–VISN program for managed care
through an outside contractor in VA’s $500
million fee-basis and contract hospitalization
program. A contractor would provide resource
information and referral services to eligible
veterans, RN staffed advice lines, coordination
with assigned VA case managers, and a vari-
ety of reports and data on utilization, satisfac-
tion, quality, access, and outcomes. This pro-
gram provides care to service-connected vet-
erans whose places of residence or health
conditions prevents them to be geographically
accessible to VA facilities, or available VA fa-
cilities cannot furnish the care or services re-
quired. This would also provide health care for
life threatening emergencies when no VA facil-
ity is available.

Mr. Speaker, this bill makes important im-
provements in our veterans health care sys-
tem. When Congress returns from the August
break, the Subcommittee will consider this im-
portant legislation. I urge the members to sup-
port the bill on behalf of veterans.

f

LIFE OF MRS. MAMIE L.
TOWNSEND

HON. JULIA CARSON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, it is

with both sorrow and appreciation that I sub-
mit these remarks on behalf of the life and
memory of Mrs. Mamie L. Harrington Town-
send who departed this life last Saturday, July
28, 2001.

First I am grateful that Mrs. Townsend was
loaned to us for such a long time. I feel a spe-

cial kinship to her and was saddened when I
learned that she had taken a flight to Cali-
fornia and whereupon she took another flight
to heaven. We were similar in so many ways:
Her mother’s name is Julia. We both attended
Crispus Attucks High School and IUPUI. We
both love children, family, community, state
and nation. We have backgrounds that reflect
diverse employment and have been honored
by many of the same organizations.

Mamie was universal in her commitments
and volunteerism. She has been acclaimed
Woman of the Year by her sorority and re-
ceived the prestigious Sagamore of the Wa-
bash; distinguished citizen, outstanding busi-
nesswoman, ‘‘Who’s who among women’’, So-
journer Truth award, and Mary McCloud Be-
thune award among her many awards. Her
greatest reward is yet to come.

Time and space does not accommodate her
many achievements. She was simply a
unique, tireless, and selfless person.

Mamie was my friend. She had a beautiful
spirit. She was a continuous helper to more
than we would ever know about.

The great book reminds us that there is a
time for all things under the heaven. That
there is a time to be born—she was born not
once but twice. There is a time to die—she
died—in the arms of Jesus.

She has enriched the lives of many—she in-
spired me especially.

To her family: thanks for sharing Mamie with
us. Be strong and of good courage. You have
so much to be proud of and to celebrate.

f

MOTOR VEHICLE OWNERS RIGHT
TO REPAIR ACT

HON. JOE BARTON
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, today

I am introducing the Motor Vehicle Owners
Right to Repair Act. As the name implies, this
bill will preserve a vehicle owners’ freedom to
choose where, how and by whom to repair
their vehicles as well as their choice in car
parts.

Right now, thousands of vehicle owners
who are being turned away from their local re-
pair facility. They are being denied the choice
of working on their own vehicles, or the choice
of replacement parts because information nec-
essary to make these repairs or integrate re-
placement parts with the vehicle computer
system is not readily available or not available
at all. This isn’t the way it used to be. Until re-
cently, this information was either not nec-
essary or widely available. But language in the
1990 Clean Air Act mandated that vehicle
manufacturers install computer systems in ve-
hicles 1994 and newer to monitor emissions.
This law had the unintended consequence of
making the vehicle manufacturer the gate-
keeper on who can repair, or produce, re-
placement parts for the vehicle.

This lack of consumer choice will have a
huge negative economic impact. An economic
study examining this lack of choice’s effect on
California vehicle owners concluded that mo-
torist repair bills in California alone would in-
crease by 17 billion through 2008. Nation-wide
this would equate to a huge tax increase on
the American people and severely hurt low
and fixed income motorists.

I believe that most vehicle owners who have
for years taken for granted that any qualified
repair technician of their choice, including
themselves, may repair their vehicle have re-
lied heavily on the quality, cost and conven-
ience of the competitive independent
aftermarket parts will be surprised to find that
in many cases it no longer exists.

With this legislation, we put the motor vehi-
cle owner back in the driver’s seat.

f

MEDICARE REGULATORY AND
CONTRACTING REFORM ACT OF
2001

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, today I am
pleased to join Chairman NANCY JOHNSON (R–
CT) in introducing legislation that will improve
Medicare’s administrative functions. Our bill
addresses two very important problems in
Medicare. First, it takes important steps to im-
prove outreach and assistance to beneficiaries
and providers, and to respond to certain other
legitimate concerns raised by physicians and
other providers. And second, it includes long
overdue contracting reforms that will improve
beneficiary and provider services and permit
the consolidation of Medicare claims proc-
essing. Importantly, however, our legislation
does not compromise the government’s ability
to protect taxpayer dollars from being inappro-
priately spent under Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, no public program can con-
tinue without strong public support, and I sug-
gest that Medicare needs both public support
and provider support. The Centers for Medi-
care and Medicaid Services (CMS), formerly
the Health Care Financing Administration
(HCFA), is constantly criticized for burden-
some regulations and paperwork. Yet polls of
physicians and other providers have shown
that providers prefer Medicare over other pay-
ers because Medicare pays faster and does
less second-guessing than other payers.

We need to improve the education and in-
formation processes for providers. It is hard
for even the most seasoned Medicare analyst
to keep track of all the payment and policy
changes that have occurred in Medicare in the
last few years. How can we expect providers
to keep track of all of these changes while
continuing to provide services? We need to do
a much better job of educating and assisting
physicians and other providers about these
changes, and this legislation will help the
CMS/HCFA do so.

Mr. Speaker, throughout the history of Medi-
care, we have relied on Medicare contrac-
tors—carriers and fiscal intermediaries—to
provide information to beneficiaries and pro-
viders, but that process is outdated in the face
of all of the changes. Although that approach
worked well for many years, I think most
stakeholders would agree that we need major
improvements in the Medicare contracting
processes. Every President since President
Carter has proposed reforms to the adminis-
trative contracting provisions in Medicare, yet
they have never been enacted. I hope we suc-
ceed this time.

Mr. Speaker, our legislation takes important
steps to improve outreach and assistance to
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providers. It would also create a Medicare
Provider Ombudsman to help physicians and
other providers to address confusion, lack of
coordination, and other problems or concerns
they may have with Medicare policies.

Our bill reforms the Medicare contracting
processes by consolidating the contracting
functions for Part A and Part B of Medicare,
permitting the Secretary to contract with sepa-
rate Medicare Administrative Contractors to
perform discrete functions, making use of the
Federal Acquisition Rules in contracting, elimi-
nating the requirements for cost contracting,
and expanding the kinds of entities eligible for
contracting. Our bill would permit consolidation
of claims processing with fewer contractors,
and it would permit separate contracting along
functional lines—for beneficiary services, pro-
vider services, and claims processing.

Mr. Speaker, my support for combining the
administrative contracting functions of Part A
and Part B in no way implies my support for
combining the Part A and Part B trust funds or
otherwise combining the financing or benefits.
I strongly oppose such a consolidation.

Mr. Speaker, I have tried for years to get
CMS/HCFA to institute a single toll-free phone
number for Medicare beneficiaries like the sin-
gle toll-free phone number that Social Security
has operated for years. Finally, in the BBA,
the Congress mandated the establishment of
a toll-free number, 1–800–MEDICARE. By all
accounts, it has been a great success, and
even CMS/HCFA now touts its success. How-
ever, CMS/HCFA has still been unwilling to
permit Medicare beneficiaries to use this num-
ber as a single entry point to Medicare. The
latest national Medicare handbook includes 14
pages of telephone numbers for beneficiaries
to call with specific questions! Surely, if a ben-
eficiary calls the 1–800–MEDICARE number,
their call could be transferred to the appro-
priate number, rather than asking them to try
to locate the correct number themselves from
among 14 pages of numbers!

In addition to not having a single place to
call for Medicare problems, beneficiaries also
have no casework office whose responsibility
is to help them with their Medicare problems.
In the past, CMS/HCFA has relied on the con-
tractors, but many of the problems bene-
ficiaries face are with the contractors them-
selves. In addition, CMS/HCFA now relies on
State Health Insurance Counseling and Assist-
ance Programs (HICAP) organizations to help
beneficiaries. I am a strong supporter of these
organizations; however, these agencies are
staffed with volunteers. It is absurd for a huge
public program the size of Medicare to rely on
volunteers to be the main source of assistance
for its beneficiaries.

We should look to the Social Security Ad-
ministration to identify ways to provide assist-
ance for Medicare beneficiaries. For example,
Social Security not only has regional tele-
service centers to staff their national toll-free
line and help beneficiaries with their questions,
SSA also has Program Service Centers to
perform casework for Social Security bene-
ficiaries with specific problems. We need simi-
lar offices for Medicare beneficiaries to per-
form casework for them. Currently, Medicare
casework is handled primarily by Congres-
sional offices, since no casework office exists
in Medicare.

I have proposed that Medicare staff be sta-
tioned in Social Security field offices to help

answer questions and provide assistance for
Medicare beneficiaries. There are 1291 SSA
field offices around the world, and I would like
to see Medicare staff in many, if not all of
them in the near future. I am pleased that the
legislation we are introducing today authorizes
a demonstration program to examine the value
of placing Medicare staff in SSA field offices,
and I hope it will be expanded if it is found to
aid beneficiaries.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me address Medi-
care administrative resources. Two years ago,
in the January/February 1999 issue of Health
Affairs, fourteen of our nation’s leading Medi-
care policy analysts—ranging from conserv-
ative to liberal—published an open letter titled,
‘‘Crisis Facing HCFA & Millions of Americans.’’
The crisis they spoke about was the lack of
resources to administer Medicare. Their letter
is even more relevant today. As its administra-
tive workload has increased, CMS/HCFA re-
sources have not kept pace. The changes that
we propose in our legislation today are impor-
tant, but by themselves, they are not sufficient.
We simply must get more resources into Medi-
care administration.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. ASA HUTCHINSON
OF ARKANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I was in-
advertently detained during several rollcall
votes this week. If I had been present I would
have voted in the following way: Rollcall No.
301—‘‘yea’’; No. 302—‘‘nay’’; No. 304—‘‘yea’’;
No. 305—‘‘yea’’; and No. 320—‘‘yea’’.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE
WILLIAM E. LEONARD

HON. GARY G. MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to pay tribute and honor the
accomplishments of The Honorable William E.
Leonard, member of the California Assembly,
63rd District.

Mr. Leonard earned a bachelor’s degree in
Business Administration from UC Berkeley in
1944, and served in the United States Army
from 1943 to 1946 where he rose to the rank
of First Lieutenant. After his military service,
he joined his father at the Leonard Realty &
Building Company. He served as a member of
the California State Highway Commission from
1973 to 1977, and was appointed to the Cali-
fornia Transportation Commission from 1985
to 1993, and served as its chair in 1990 and
1991. Prior to that he was a member of the
state’s Athletic Commission from 1956 to
1958. He currently serves on the state’s High-
Speed Rail Authority.

Mr. Leonard has been actively involved in a
number of community organizations. He is a
member and past director of the San
Bernardino Host Lions, a founding member

and president of Inland Action, Inc., and a
member of the National Orange Show Board
of Directors, where he has served as Presi-
dent and Chairman of the Board of Governors.
He is also a member and elder of the First
Presbyterian Church of San Bernardino. He
served on the San Bernardino Valley Board of
Realtors, San Bernardo Valley Foundation, St.
Bernadine’s Hospital Foundation, and the Uni-
versity of California at Riverside Foundation.

In recognition of his outstanding service to
the constituents of the 63rd Assembly District,
and his involvement in bringing the Foothill
Freeway to the Inland Empire, the California
State Senate passed a resolution naming the
interchange of I–15 and Route 210 as the Wil-
liam E. Leonard Interchange. A dedication
ceremony will take place on July 20, 2001.

Mr. Leonard’s exemplary record of service
has earned the admiration and respect of
those who have had the privilege of working
with him. I would like to congratulate him on
these accomplishments and thank him for the
service he has provided to his community.

f

IN RECOGNITION OF THE COMMU-
NITY ACTION COUNCIL OF SOUTH
TEXAS

HON. CIRO D. RODRIGUEZ
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, today I
would like to recognize the important contribu-
tions of the Community Action Council of
South Texas (CACST) to the improvement of
the general quality of life of the citizens of
South Texas. CACST is a private, nonprofit
corporation that provides high quality com-
prehensive primary health care to the medi-
cally underserved residents in Duval, Jim
Hogg, Starr, and Zapata Counties in South
Texas. These counties are currently medically
underserved due to geographic isolation, fi-
nancial barriers, and an insufficient number of
health care providers.

The CACST has made great strides in the
South Texas health care system, specifically
by empowering communities to develop pro-
grams to meet their specific needs. This has
strengthened the local communities and en-
hanced opportunities for children and families.
In addition, the CACST has maintained a high
standard of accountability and provided health
care services in accessible low-cost environ-
ments.

They have worked to improve access to
quality health care by providing trained profes-
sionals in areas that had previously been un-
derserved and promote individual responsi-
bility and health awareness in the commu-
nities. It is critical that the CACST remain a
provider of primary health care and their host
of support services, including transportation,
case management, outreach, and eligibility as-
sistance. Their presence in the South Texas
community has been a tremendous benefit to
the individuals that reside there. I commend
their efforts to help achieve primary health
care for everyone and end health disparities.
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TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL

ASSISTANCE IMPROVEMENT ACT

HON. SANDER M. LEVIN
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, today I am pleased

to join with my colleagues MICHAEL CASTLE
and HENRY WAXMAN in introducing the Transi-
tional Medical Assistance Improvement Act. I
am also pleased to partner with Senators LIN-
COLN CHAFEE and JOHN BREAUX, who have in-
troduced identical legislation in the other body.
This bill is a critical next step toward making
welfare reform work for families and for states.
Improving access to health insurance for peo-
ple leaving welfare is also a necessary com-
ponent of any plan to reduce the number of
uninsured people in the U.S.

When we passed the 1996 welfare reform
bill, we agreed on a bipartisan basis that peo-
ple who left welfare for work should not lose
health insurance coverage. Unless Congress
acts, the program which keeps that promise,
the Transitional Medical Assistance program
(TMA), will expire at the end of 2002. The
TMA Improvement Act would permanently au-
thorize this critical program and fix some of
the problems that have kept it from living up
to its potential.

We made the commitment to providing
health insurance for people who leave welfare
for work both because it was the fair thing to
do and because health insurance is a critical
work support. According to the Welfare-to-
Work Partnership, which represents over
20,000 businesses that have hired former re-
cipients, access to health insurance is one of
the five most important things that keeps em-
ployees on the job. However, it can be difficult
for some employers—especially smaller
ones—to offer medical benefits to employees
and their dependents. For example, while 74
percent of all The Partnership’s members offer
health benefits to their new workers, only 56
percent of the smallest employers—those with
50 employees or fewer—are able to do so.
And health insurance sometimes isn’t offered
to part-time employees, or doesn’t become ef-
fective for up to a year. Even when an em-
ployer does offer health care benefits, employ-
ees may not participate if they can’t afford the
premiums.

TMA fills the gap for former welfare recipi-
ents who aren’t offered insurance or can’t af-
ford the coverage they’re offered. Unfortu-
nately, certain technical problems with the pro-
gram have made it difficult for states to admin-
ister and even more difficult for eligible work-
ers to access. Here are a few of the major
problems the TMA Improvement Act would
solve.

Our bill would give states the option of offer-
ing up to a year of continuous TMA coverage,
without burdensome reporting requirements
and excessive paperwork. Current law re-
quires beneficiaries to re-apply for coverage
every three months and have states redeter-
mine their eligibility for benefits. The redeter-
mination forms are often long, complicated,
and difficult to fill out, requiring time and en-
ergy that a working parent in a new job may
not have. The process also creates a signifi-
cant burden for primary care providers by forc-
ing them to re-verify insurance coverage each
time they see a TMA patient, which makes
them reluctant to serve this population.

Our bill would allow states to offer a second
year of TMA coverage to workers who were
still poor and uninsured. The Urban Institute
estimates that 50% of people leaving welfare
are uninsured a year after leaving the rolls On
average, those workers earn $7 an hour and
cannot afford to purchase private insurance. A
few states are already trying to offer these
workers a second year of Medicaid coverage,
but current law makes doing so administra-
tively complex.

Our bill would allow states to provide transi-
tional health coverage to people who find work
quickly. Ironically, current law restricts TMA
coverage to those who have been receiving
assistance for at least 3 months. This means
that some of the most motivated people leav-
ing welfare, those that find work the most
quickly, are deprived of health coverage. I ap-
plaud my home state of Michigan for using
state funds to cover this group, but I believe
the federal government should be doing its
part.

Our bill would make it easier for employers,
community groups, schools, and health clinics
to help us enroll working parents in health in-
surance programs. A recent survey of employ-
ers of welfare recipients found that 79% would
be willing to help a new employee access in-
formation on these programs if they knew he
or she were eligible. Many were even willing
to help the employee enroll. Our bill would en-
sure that nonwelfare office sites were able to
accept applications for TMA, greatly expand-
ing access for working parents who are unable
to go to welfare offices during business hours.

Tens of thousands of former welfare recipi-
ents have gone to work since 1996, exactly as
we asked. I hope that my colleagues will join
me in supporting the TMA Improvement Act,
which will ensure that Congress keeps its
promise of transitional health insurance for
these hard-working parents and their children.

f

REGARDING THE 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF BRANDY VOLUNTEER
FIRE DEPARTMENT

HON. ERIC CANTOR
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor the 50th anniversary of the Brandy Sta-
tion Volunteer Fire Department, which has
faithfully protected and served its community
since 1951.

Throughout its five decades, this organiza-
tion has served as a true testament to the
spirit of volunteerism that makes America such
a uniquely compassionate country. After re-
ceiving its charter in February, 1951, the de-
partment started off by obtaining a single fire
truck through the generosity of the neighboring
town of Culpeper. Over the course of the next
two years, numerous dinners, dances, and
bake sales held in order to raise enough
money to finance the building of its first fire
station in 1953. Although it does receive a
small portion of its budget from Culpeper
County, the department still operates primarily
on the donations of its members and the Bran-
dy Station community. In the year 2000 alone,
the volunteers were able to answer seven
hundred and twenty-three calls, which in-
cluded everything from auto accidents and

house fires to plane crashes and hazardous
chemical spills. Even while answering this ex-
tremely high number of calls, they were still
able to keep their response time to an incred-
ible low average of 41⁄2 minutes. This is truly
an exemplary group of individuals because of
their outstanding commitment to the protection
of Brandy Station and its citizens.

Mr. Speaker and members of the House,
my words here do not do justice to the service
of the men and women of the Brandy Station
Volunteer Fire Department, but I ask that you
join me in honoring their 50th Anniversary and
wish them fifty more years of success.
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INTRODUCTION OF THE CHIL-
DREN’S LEAD SCREENING AC-
COUNTABILITY FOR EARLY
INTERVENTION ACT OF 1999
(CHILDREN’S LEAD SAFE ACT)

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
today to re-introduce the Children’s Lead
Screen Intervention Act. This important legisla-
tion will strengthen federal mandates designed
to protect our children from lead poisoning—a
preventable tragedy that continues to threaten
the health of our children.

Childhood lead poisoning has long been
considered the number one environmental
health threat facing children in the United
States, and despite dramatic reductions in
blood lead levels over the past 20 years, lead
poisoning continues to be a significant health
risk for young children. CDC has estimated
that about 890,000, or 4.4 percent, of children
between the ages of one and five have harm-
ful levels of lead in their blood. Even at low
levels, lead can have harmful effects on a
child’s intelligence and his, or her, ability to
learn.

Children can be exposed to lead from a
number of sources. We are all cognizant of
lead based paint found in older homes and
buildings. However, children may also be ex-
posed to non paint sources of lead, as well as
lead dust. Poor and minority children, who
typically live in older housing, are at highest
risk of lead poisoning. Therefore, this health
threat is of particular concern to states, like
New Jersey, where more than 35 percent of
homes were built prior to 1950.

In 1996, New Jersey implemented a law re-
quiring health care providers to test all young
children for lead exposure. But during the first
year of this requirement, there were actually
fewer children screened than the year before,
when there was no requirement at all. Be-
tween July 1997 and July 1998, 13,596 chil-
dren were tested for lead poisoning. The year
before that more than 17,000 tests were done.

New Jersey has made some progress since
then. In the year 2000, New Jersey screened
67,594 children who were one or two years of
age. But that is still only one-third of all chil-
dren in that age group.

At the federal level, the Health Care Financ-
ing Administration (HCFA) has mandated that
Medicaid children under 2 years of age be
screened for elevated blood lead levels. How-
ever, recent General Accounting Office (GAO)
reports indicate that this is not being done. For
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example, the GAO has found that only about
21 percent of Medicaid children between the
ages of one and two have been screened. In
the state of New Jersey, only about 39 per-
cent of children enrolled in Medicaid have
been screened.

Based on these reviews at both the state
and federal levels, it is obvious that improve-
ments must be made to ensure that children
are screened early and receive follow up treat-
ment if lead is detected. That is why I am in-
troducing this legislation which I believe will
address some of the shortcomings that have
been identified in existing requirements.

The legislation will require Medicaid pro-
viders to screen children and cover treatment
for children found to have elevated levels of
lead in their blood. It will also require improved
data reporting of children who are tested, so
that we can accurately monitor the results of
the program. Because more than 75 percent—
or nearly 700,000—of the children found to
have elevated blood lead levels are part of
federally-funded health care programs, our bill
targets not only Medicaid, but also Head Start,
Early Head Start and the Special Supple-
mental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants
and Children (WIC). Head Start and WIC pro-
grams would be allowed to perform screening
or to mandate that parents show proof of
screenings in order to enroll their children.

Education, early screening and prompt fol-
low-up care will save millions in health care
costs; but, more importantly will save our
greatest resource—our children.
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INTRODUCTION OF THE ACCI-
DENTAL SHOOTING PREVENTION
ACT

HON. JAMES R. LANGEVIN
OF RHODE ISLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, today I am
joined by 40 of my colleagues in introducing
the ‘‘Accidental Shooting Prevention Act’’ to
address the large number of firearm injuries
and deaths that occur when users mistakenly
fire guns they believe are not loaded. This
sensible bipartisan legislation would require
that all semiautomatic firearms manufactured
after January 1, 2004, which have removable
magazines, be equipped with plainly visible
chamber load indicators and magazine dis-
connect mechanisms.

As with many other consumer products, fire-
arm design can reduce the risk of injury. But
unlike other products, gun design decisions
have been largely left to manufacturers. Fortu-
nately, firearms manufacturers have already
produced many guns with safety devices, such
as chamber load indicators and magazine dis-
connect mechanisms, which can help reduce
the risk of accidental injuries.

A chamber load indicator indicates that the
gun’s firing chamber is loaded with ammuni-
tion, but to be effective, a user must be aware
of the indicator. Generally, chamber load indi-
cators display the presence of ammunition via
a small protrusion somewhere on the hand-
gun. Unfortunately, most chamber load indica-
tors do not clearly indicate their existence to
untrained users or observers. We must ensure
these indicators are easily visible to all gun
users, and my legislation will do just that.

By comparison, a magazine disconnect
mechanism is an interlocking device which
prevents a firearm from being fired when its
ammunition magazine is removed, even if
there is a round in the chamber. Interlocks are
found on a wide variety of consumer products
to reduce injury risks. For example, most new
cars have an interlocking device that prevents
the automatic transmission shifter from being
moved from the ‘‘park’’ position unless the
brake pedal is depressed. It is common sense
that a product as dangerous as a gun should
contain a similar safety mechanism.

This is an issue of great importance to me.
At the age of sixteen, I was left paralyzed
when a police officer’s gun accidentally dis-
charged and severed my spine. Had the gun
involved in my accident been equipped with a
chamber load indicator, the officer would have
known that the weapon was loaded. Clearly,
mistakes can happen even when guns are in
the hands of highly trained weapons experts,
which is why safety devices are so critical.

I urge my colleagues to join me and the 40
original co-sponsors of this bill in reducing the
risk of unintentional shootings. Please co-
sponsor this responsible measure, and help
make guns safer for consumer use while pro-
tecting those unfamiliar with the operation of
guns.
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CONGRATULATIONS TO MR. AND
MRS. WALSH

HON. CHRISTOPHER COX
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to
announce to you, and to the rest of my es-
teemed colleagues, that on August 4, 2001,
Mr. and Mrs. William Walsh will celebrate their
50th wedding anniversary.

Gloria and Bill were both born in Chicago, Il-
linois. On November 20, 1930, Gloria Augusta
was born to Frank and Martha Velten. On Oc-
tober 22, 1929, William and Myrtle Walsh
gave birth to William Kenneth.

Although they both graduated from Blue Is-
land High School, they did not meet prior to
graduation. It was after graduation, while
members of a social club—Gloria was the
Secretary-Treasurer and Bill was the Presi-
dent—that they met and began their lifelong
partnership.

Gloria and Bill expanded their family with
the birth of two daughters, Cynthia and Dawn.
In 1959, Bill brought his family to Anaheim,
California, and two years later co-founded
Continental Vending, a successful family busi-
ness he still manages.

The marriage of Gloria and Bill is a love
story that is still in progress. Their ‘‘I do’s’’ are
as sincere and heartfelt today as they were 50
years ago and deserve our commendation.

It is with great pleasure that I rise to recog-
nize this grand occasion and join with family
and friends to honor William and Gloria Walsh
on their 50 years of committed marriage.

On behalf of the United States Congress
and the people of Orange County, I extend
our sincere congratulations to Bill and Gloria
Walsh.

TRIBUTE TO MR. RICHARD NEVINS
OF PASADENA, CALIFORNIA

HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, l rise today to
pay tribute to Mr. Richard Nevins, who died on
Saturday following a bodysurfing accident at
St. Malo Beach in Oceanside, California.

Mr. Nevins was a life-long resident of Pasa-
dena, in the Congressional District I am proud
to represent. He was very well-known through-
out Pasadena, and indeed California as a
whole, as a political representative, civic activ-
ist, and supporter of the beautification and
heritage of his community.

Dick served seven terms on the California
State Board of Equalization—an impressive
feat. During his terms on the Board he did
much to instill a culture of service and profes-
sionalism. He was referred to as ‘‘. . . an en-
cyclopedia of tax policy’’ by Lawrence de
Graaf who took an oral history from Nevins
shortly after his retirement. Professionally he
was active in the State Association of County
Assessors of California, International Associa-
tion of Assessing Officers, National Associa-
tion of Tax Administrators and American Soci-
ety for Public Administration—Los Angeles
Board of Directors. In addition to these profes-
sional organizations, Nevins was active in the
Los Angeles Urban League, the NAACP
(Pasadena Chapter), the World Affairs Coun-
cil, Town Hall and the Commonwealth Club.

His political legacy also included service as
a delegate to three national conventions, in-
cluding the 1960 Democratic National Conven-
tion in Los Angeles, where he was an early
supporter of presidential candidate John F.
Kennedy. He continued to promote Demo-
cratic candidates for the rest of his life. After
retiring from the State Board of Equalization in
1986 he served as President of the Boards of
the Pasadena Historical Museum and Pasa-
dena Beautiful. He was a familiar figure in his
1935 Ford pickup truck carrying around—gar-
dening tools and planting trees. In fact, one
week before his passing, California Governor
Gray Davis approved $20,000 in the state
budget on a project Dick had lobbied for—
landscaping at Pasadena schools. A fitting
final contribution for his beloved home city.

Dick was known and loved by people
throughout his community. His service as a
political representative, his work on civic af-
fairs in Pasadena, and his spirit of community
involvement will undoubtedly be felt for years
in our region.

Dick graduated from Arroyo Elementary
School and Polytechnic School in Pasadena;
from Midland School in Los Olivos; and from
Yale University with a bachelor’s degree in
governmment in 1943. He was also a veteran
who served our nation in the U.S. Army Air
Force in World War II.

Dick is survived by his wife of 55 years,
Mary Lois, by three sons, Richard Jr., William
and Henry; and by five grandchildren.

I would like to convey to his family and his
many many friends, my deepest sympathies.
Dick Nevins will be missed by all who knew
him.
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EGYPTIAN HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLA-

TIONS BASED ON REAL OR PER-
CEIVED SEXUAL ORIENTATION

HON. TOM LANTOS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. TOM LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on the
night of May 10, 2001, Egyptian police ar-
rested 52 Egyptian men because they fre-
quented a gay night club. Since then, these
men have been denied counsel, the have
been tortured, they have had their reputations
attacked, and they have been arraigned on
trumped up charges of ‘‘obscene behavior’’
despite the fact that Egypt has no laws ex-
pressly criminalizing consensual homosexual
behavior. Furthermore, if these men are con-
victed, under Egypt’s Emergency State Secu-
rity Court system, they will not have the right
to appeal and may be sentenced up to nine
years in prison. Mr. Speaker, by jailing, tor-
turing, and denying a fair trial to people be-
cause of their real or perceived sexual orienta-
tion, the Egyptian government once again
demonstrates its disregard of the human rights
of its citizens, and its willingness to deny them
the right of free association and due process.

Egypt is clearly violating the human rights of
these 52 men. Reports indicate that these
men have been tortured with electroshocks,
whipped while in prison, threatened with dogs,
and they have been forced to undergo degrad-
ing and intrusive examinations designed to
‘‘prove’’ that they have been partners in homo-
sexual relations. Mr. Speaker,. the Egyptian
government has not only harmed these men
physically, but has also sought to hurt their
reputations. Their names together with identi-
fying details, such as their professions and
places of work were published, and they were
publicly labeled as members of a ‘‘Satanist’’
organization.

Mr. Speaker, astonishingly even anti-Semi-
tism has been used to defame the detainees.
For example, the pro-government press re-
ported that one of the men ‘‘confessed’’ to
being ‘‘immersed in Judaism.’’ The alleged
leader of the so-called ‘‘cult’’ was shown in an
evidently doctored photograph in one news-
paper with an Israeli flag on his desk.

The Egyptian government’s treatment of
these 52 men is indicative of a broad pattern
of persecution towards religious and secular
dissidents. Often these victims of persecution
are members of Islamist political movements
whom the government sees as a particular
threat. In recent months, however, President
Mubarak’s government has undertaken a num-
ber of well publicized prosecutions aimed at
secular dissidents. Most notably, the govern-
ment imposed a seven-year sentence on Saad
Eddin Ibrahim, a noted sociologist, for defam-
ing the Egyptian State-a charge apparently
prompted by his activism on behalf of religious
tolerance and honest elections.

Mr. Speaker, this repressive intolerance has
extended to the international sphere. Egypt led
the effort, at the recent United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly Special Session on HIV/AIDS,
to eliminate from the final document all ref-
erences to vulnerable groups including men
who have sex with men, sex workers, and IV-
drug users. And Egypt also led the unsuccess-
ful effort to deny the right to speak at the Spe-
cial Session to the International Gay and Les-

bian Human Rights Commission. Local human
rights groups in Egypt have been reluctant to
act against many of these abuses—fearful
their own precarious situation, facing a deter-
minedly draconian government, will be wors-
ened if they defend stigmatized groups. The
Egyptian Organization for Human Rights, a
prominent non-governmental organization, re-
cently fired one of its employees because he
pressed them to speak out against the arrests
of gay men.

Lawyers have been reluctant to take up the
case of these 52 men, fearing their own ca-
reers and even freedom could be endangered.
The night to legal representation is a basic
one, essential to the operations of a free and
fair justice system. By creating a climate in
which due process it is denied to gay men, the
Egyptian government has undermined the
basic human rights of all Egyptians.

Mr. Speaker, this body must not ignore the
Egyptian government’s attempts to violate the
human rights of individuals based on their real
or perceived sexual orientation. The US gov-
ernment and the governments of all countries
should stand up and be counted against
Egypt’s growing record of intolerance and in-
humanity. Our distinguished colleague from
Massachusetts Mr. Frank and 1, along with 34
of our colleagues are sending a letter to Presi-
dent Mubarak to express our very strong dis-
approval of the arrest of 52 men in Egypt on
the basis of their real or perceived sexual ori-
entation.

Mr. Speaker, human rights are universal.
These basic rights affirm our shared humanity;
they should not be applied unequally accord-
ing to prejudice and fear. We must not let the
Egyptian government’s rejection of basic
human rights go unnoticed.
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PAYING TRIBUTE TO DIXIE LUKE

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
honor and congratulate Dixie Luke for teach-
ing English and social studies to seventh and
eighth grade students for thirty years. After
providing a positive influence for hundreds of
students in their most critical years, she has
decided to move on from the teaching profes-
sion.

Dixie is a longtime Colorado resident—she
was born in Hotchkiss, Colorado, and has
lived in Glenwood Springs for thirty years.
Even now she returns almost daily to her
birthplace to build the foundation for her next
adventure, which involves making sheep’s milk
cheese, including the caring for the sheep.
She also plans on planting a nearby vineyard.

In addition to teaching a more traditional
English and social studies curriculum, Dixie
used an interdisciplinary unit to give her stu-
dents a different perspective on learning. One
example involved taking students on a day trip
to Meeker in order to relate literature to real
life. The class first read The Hay Meadow, by
Gary Paulson, which is about a boy in Wyo-
ming who has to go to high country to spend
a summer working with sheep. Dixie explained
that many of her students are from cities and
don’t have the personal experience to help
them relate to the novel’s setting. The class

then visited the sheep dog trials in Meeker,
where they were able to watch the highly
trained sheep dogs perform several maneu-
vers. Another example of a favorite part of the
job is the ‘‘Mosaic’’ project, which involves
teaching the students to use fourteen different
reference sources, and then to cite them.

While she is an old hand at working with
kids, in the past few years, she has discov-
ered a few new enjoyable aspects of the job.
For instance, she says the results of new
CSAP testing have provided more verification
for how much her students have been learn-
ing. ‘‘The Glenwood Springs Middle School
had the highest reading and writing scores in
the district,’’ she proudly explained, and those
scores are also well above the State average.
‘‘I always thought that we were preparing the
kids well, and it was fun to start seeing those
results.’’ Also, during her last five or six years
of teaching, Dixie has enjoyed working with
new teachers. One fun thing is ‘‘helping young
teachers . . . to work with the kids in the
classroom in a successful way,’’ she said.

Mr. Speaker, Dixie Luke has been a fan-
tastic teacher for thirty years. She has com-
mitted herself to her students and has helped
to equip them with the education and con-
fidence vital for their success. I would like to
thank her for her longtime dedication, and I
wish her luck on her next adventure.

f

LEGISLATION WHICH ENHANCES
SENIOR CITIZENS’ HEALTH CARE

HON. RON PAUL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to introduce
legislation which enhances senior citizens’
ability to control their health care and use
Medicare money to pay for prescription drugs.
This legislation accomplishes these important
goals by removing the numerical limitations
and sunset provisions in the Medicare Medical
Savings Account (MSAS) program so that all
seniors can take advantage of the Medicare
MSA option.

Medicare MSAs consist of a special savings
account containing Medicare funds for seniors
to use for their routine medical expenses, in-
cluding prescription drug costs. Seniors in a
Medicare MSA program are also provided with
a catastrophic insurance policy to cover non-
routine expenses such as major surgery.
Under an MSA plan, the choice of whether to
use Medicare funds for prescription drug
costs, or other services not available under
traditional Medicare such as mamograms, are
made by the senior, not by bureaucrats and
politicians.

One of the major weaknesses of the Medi-
care program is that seniors do not have the
ability to use Medicare dollars to cover the
costs of prescription medicines, even though
prescription drugs represent the major health
care expenditure for many seniors. Medicare
MSAs give those seniors who need to use
Medicare funds for prescription drugs the abil-
ity to do so without expanding the power of
the federal bureaucracy or forcing those sen-
iors who currently have prescription drug cov-
erage into a federal one-size-fits-all program.

Medicare MSAs will also ensure seniors ac-
cess to a wide variety of health care services
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by minimizing the role of the federal bureauc-
racy. As many of my colleagues know, an in-
creasing number of health care providers have
withdrawn from the Medicare program be-
cause of the paperwork burden and constant
interference with their practice by bureaucrats
from the Center for Medicare and Medicaid
Services (previously known as the Health
Care Financing Administration). The MSA pro-
gram frees seniors and providers from the this
burden thus making it more likely that quality
providers will remain in the Medicare program!

Mr. Speaker, the most important reason to
enact this legislation is seniors should not be
treated like children and told what health care
services they can and cannot have by the fed-
eral government. We in Congress have a duty
to preserve and protect the Medicare trust
fund and keep the promise to America’s sen-
iors and working Americans, whose taxes fi-
nance Medicare, that they will have quality
health care in their golden years. However, we
also have a duty to make sure that seniors
can get the health care that suits their needs,
instead of being forced into a cookie cutter
program designed by Washington-DC-based
bureaucrats! Medicare MSAs are a good first
step toward allowing seniors the freedom to
control their own health care.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to provide our senior citizens greater
control of their health care, including the ability
to use Medicare money to purchase prescrip-
tion drugs by cosponsoring my legislation to
expand the Medicare MSA program.

f

RECOGNIZING THE OUTSTANDING
PROFESSIONALISM AND PER-
FORMANCE OF THE U.S. DELEGA-
TION TO THE 53RD ANNUAL
MEETING OF THE INTER-
NATIONAL WHALING COMMIS-
SION

HON. WILLIAM D. DELAHUNT
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, an often
overlooked hallmark of our democracy is the
smooth transition of power from administration
to administration. This seamless transfer is
made possible only through the dedication and
hard work of countless numbers of career
Federal employees. Often underappreciated
and maligned by the public, these career bu-
reaucrats effectively carry out the day to day
functions of the Federal Government for the
benefit of the American public both at home
and abroad.

In this respect, the recent performance of
the U.S. delegation to the 53rd Annual Meet-
ing of the International Whaling Commission
(IWC) in London exemplifies the type of excel-
lence in public service for which we can all be
proud. Considering that several highly conten-
tious issues came before the plenary, the
Bush administration is to be commended for
sending nothing less than a topnotch team to
London. And I applaud the decision of this ad-
ministration to maintain longstanding U.S. poli-
cies that uphold the responsible protection and
conservation of the world’s cetaceans, espe-
cially large whales. Strong U.S. leadership will
be vital to thwart future attempts to reverse
global whale conservation measures put for-

ward by pro-whaling nations as part of their
determined strategy to undermine the IWC.
This administration must remain vigilant, and a
very brief summation of the issues that arose
at this year’s meeting will help explain why.

Perhaps the most contentious issue which
emerged in London was the proposal by Ice-
land to rejoin the IWC. In 1992 Iceland, a
whaling nation, withdrew from the IWC in part
due to the adoption by the IWC of a global
moratorium on commercial whaling in 1986.
Iceland intended to rejoin the IWC this year
but with a reservation against the moratorium.
While supportive of Iceland rejoining the IWC,
the U.S. delegation strongly, and rightly, op-
posed the reservation arguing that it would
have established, if accepted, a harmful
precedent with significant repercussions affect-
ing the adherence of treaty obligations by na-
tions under virtually any international agree-
ment. Such a precedent could severely disrupt
the framework of U.S. foreign policy.

Iceland was re-admitted but denied voting
rights in the plenary, a decision which sparked
significant controversy. Undoubtedly, hard
feelings generated in the plenary will linger.
Yet the administration was correct in its posi-
tion. And while it is important for the adminis-
tration to attempt to restore amicable relations
with the Government of Iceland, it should re-
main clear in communicating its opposition to
Iceland’s reservation against the global mora-
torium.

Another item of controversy was the mainte-
nance of lethal scientific research whaling con-
ducted by the Government of Japan in the
Southern and North Pacific Oceans. Since
1987, Japan has exploited a loophole in the
International Convention for the Regulation of
Whaling (ICRW) to maintain whaling under the
auspices of self-administered scientific lethal
whale research permits in the Southern and
North Pacific Oceans. Over 700 minke whales
have been taken annually. In 2000, Japan ex-
panded this program to include sperm and
Bryde’s whales; both species are listed as en-
dangered under the U.S. Endangered Species
Act.

Japan’s recalcitrance in the face of world
opinion to continue this lethal research whal-
ing—a practice which the IWC’s own Scientific
Committee has ruled consistently to be unnec-
essary for the management an conservation of
whale stocks—led to the Clinton administra-
tion’s decision last year to certify Japan as in
violation of the Pelly Amendment to the Fish-
erman’s Protective Act, and to consider retal-
iatory economic sanctions on Japanese fishery
products. The 68 members of Congress who
have agreed to cosponsor my resolution, H.
Con. Res. 180, strongly oppose such ‘‘sci-
entific whaling,’’ and we very much appreciate
the decision of the Bush administration to join
us in robust opposition to this illegitimate
scheme.

Newer and much lower abundance esti-
mates for Southern Hemisphere minke whale
populations helped persuade the IWC plenary,
led by the U.S. delegation, to again pass this
year a resolution condemning Japan’s con-
troversial research and calling on Japan to re-
frain from continuing these programs. But re-
grettably, Japan appears unwilling to dis-
continue or even scale back this illegal whal-
ing contrivance. Should the Japanese decide
to again move forward, the administration
should re-certify Japan as in violation to the
Pelly amendment and this time impose real

sanctions. The administration should also con-
tinue to engage with Japan in the develop-
ment of new and better non-lethal scientific
methods to obtain data to study whale popu-
lations.

Another issue adroitly handled by the U.S.
delegation was the emerging question of
whether the decline in some global commer-
cial fisheries is linked to a corresponding in-
crease in the consumption of fish by recov-
ering whale populations. In its efforts to justify
the resumption of commercial whaling, Japan
has postulated a simplistic theory: world fish-
eries are depleted due to increased foraging
by increasing numbers of whales. Moreover,
this theory is used conveniently by the Japa-
nese to justify the necessity of its lethal sci-
entific whaling programs. Recently, Japan and
other nation’s have promoted this concept in
other international fisheries organizations,
such as the United Nation’s Food and Agri-
culture Organization’s Committee on Fisheries
(COFI). This tactic has raised concerns within
and outside of the IWC that the organization
is being undercut in an area within its com-
petence.

The U.S. delegation rightly maintained that
the competition claim is grossly oversimplified
and biologically unsound. Nevertheless, the
U.S. delegation considered it necessary for
the issue to be held within the IWC—the one
international organization recognized for the
management of whale stocks. As a result,
while remaining emphatically opposed to lethal
scientific whaling and skeptical of the competi-
tion theory, the U.S. delegation prudently
reached agreement with Japan on a resolu-
tion, subsequently adopted by the plenary,
that lays out how the IWC will address the
question of competition between whales and
fisheries in the immediate future. In essence,
this resolution acknowledged the competence
of the IWC in this area and urged the IWC to
engage with FAO and other regional fisheries
management organizations to initiate relevant
ecosystem-based, holistic and balanced re-
search to investigate this theory.

Representatives of the environmental com-
munity objected to this strategy arguing that it
legitimized ‘‘junk science’’ and that it was an
ill-advised concession to Japan. And time
might very well verify those concerns. But at
the moment, I agree with the decision of the
U.S. delegation that accurate, balanced and
non-lethal scientific research offers perhaps
the best opportunity to expose the scientific
flaws and gaps of this questionable theory
once and for all. The U.S. must maintain a
strong presence on the IWC Scientific Com-
mittee and in the activities of other regional
fisheries management organizations to ensure
that objectivity is maintained.

I commend the U.S. delegation for its con-
tinued efforts to develop a consensus for a
Revised Management Scheme (RMS) to gov-
ern the future governance of whaling. The
U.S. delegation rightly maintained that the
RMS must be addressed comprehensively,
and not through a piecemeal approach. De-
spite the fact that little progress was made to
resolve difficult issues concerning trans-
parency, supervision and control, the U.S. del-
egation remained engaged with all nations in
an attempt to bridge differences. What has be-
come clear is that the lack of progress on the
RMS rests squarely on the shoulders of the
pro-whaling bloc led by Japan and Norway,
and not on the U.S. and its like-minded allies.
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This is surprising considering that many of the
features being proposed for the RMS mirror
elements that are common to other fisheries
management regimes of which the pro-whaling
nations are signatories.

I also appreciate the actions of the U.S. del-
egation in strong support of other important
conservation proposals raised during the ple-
nary. While I was disappointed to learn that
proposals to create whale sanctuaries in the
South Pacific and South Atlantic Oceans failed
to pass, I was proud to hear that the U.S. del-
egation strongly supported both proposals. I
was also pleased that the U.S. delegation
joined a substantial majority of other nations to
pass a resolution condemning Norway’s desire
to export minke whale blubber to Japan, and
another resolution that reaffirmed the com-
petence of the IWC in regards to the manage-
ment of small cetaceans, such as Dall’s por-
poises. The administration was right to hold
the line and support these efforts.

In closing, I would like to commend the
leadership of the U.S. delegation to the 53rd
meeting, the Commissioner, Mr. Rolland
Schmitten, and the Deputy Commissioner, Dr.
Michael Tillman, both from NOAA’s National
Marine Fisheries Service. Their dedicated and
tireless service on behalf of the American pub-
lic in support of sensible, long-term protection
of the world’s great whales is remarkable. I
would also like to extend my appreciation to
the other members of the delegation who so
ably supported Mr. Schmitten and Dr. Tillman
so that they might excel under trying cir-
cumstances. Their preparations for this meet-
ing in the midst of the political transition be-
tween elected administrations was nothing
short of outstanding. They are all a credit to
public service in the very best sense, and their
efforts are noted and appreciated by the Con-
gress.

f

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
CONGRESS THAT THE PRESI-
DENT AND THE CONGRESS
SHOULD SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY
AS SOON AS POSSIBLE AND VIG-
OROUSLY SAFEGUARD SOCIAL
SECURITY SURPLUSES, AND
THAT THE PRESIDENT’S COM-
MISSION TO STRENGTHEN SO-
CIAL SECURITY SHOULD REC-
OMMEND INNOVATIVE WAYS TO
PROTECT WORKERS’ FINANCIAL
COMMITMENT WITHOUT BENEFIT
CUTS OR PAYROLL TAX IN-
CREASES

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR.
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, today I, along with
Ways and Means Chairman Bill Thomas, a
number of my Ways and Means colleagues,
and other Members of this body introduce a
concurrent resolution expressing the sense of
the Congress that the President and the Con-
gress should save Social Security as soon as
possible and vigorously safeguard Social Se-
curity surpluses, and that the President’s
Commission to Strengthen Social Security
should recommend innovative ways to protect
workers’ financial commitment without benefit
cuts or payroll tax increases.

Social Security is an enormously popular
and successful program, and has helped keep
millions of people out of poverty. It has been
and will continue to be fundamental income
security Americans can rely on.

However, we cannot ignore the fact that So-
cial Security faces financial challenges in the
near future. Shortly after the baby boomers
begin to retire, Social Security’s tax income
will not be enough to cover benefit promises,
even though hard-working taxpayers con-
tribute billions of dollars of their wages to sup-
port the program.

If we do nothing, we would eventually need
to reduce benefits by as much as 33% or in-
crease taxes by almost 50% to keep the sys-
tem in balance. Failing to act would be fool-
hardy and is entirely unacceptable. We must
act soon to save Social Security for both to-
day’s seniors and for our kids and grandkids,
so that all Americans will a have a secure re-
tirement and protection against income loss
from disability or death of a family’s bread-
winner.

That is why I, along with many other Mem-
bers of Congress, are introducing this sense
of the Congress—because we have a duty to
our seniors and to future generations to let
them know their retirement security will not be
jeopardized.

I urge my colleagues to follow our example
and join us in expressing our dedication to
saving a program that is the cornerstone of in-
come security for Americans and has served
our country well for over two-thirds of a cen-
tury.

f

HONORING DIANE HARDEN

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, often times we

do not fully appreciate what we have until it’s
gone. Life is no exception. As Diane Harden
suffered from a serious form of heart disease,
she was faced with the challenge of losing her
heart. Her life was in limbo and every day she
was alive it was a blessing.

This experience of possibly loosing her life
led Diane to gain a new perspective. While
her name was placed on a waiting list for
nearly 3 months for a donor transplant, finally
an organ donor was found to replace Diane’s
heart. An eighteen year old, under organ
donor status, was able to assist Diane and
eight others in the pursuit of a healthy life.
With only a few bouts of minor rejections, she
has fought strongly for her life and lives every
moment to the fullest extent. Today, 14 years
after the operation, she lives every day with a
renewed sense of hope.

Diane now takes care of herself and her
husband, who suffers from a disease that at-
tacks the spinal chord. Throughout the cou-
ple’s 31 years of marriage, they have grown
together as they have both faced trying experi-
ences with their health. At a time of celebra-
tion for her 50th birthday, Diane and seventy-
six others gathered to honor her fourteen
years of surviving an organ transplant.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to extend my
warmest regard and best wishes to Diane
Harden and her husband. My prayers are with
them for their continued health and renewed
hopes.

FISK JUBILEE SINGERS
COMMEMORATIVE STAMP ACT

HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,

today I am proud to introduce a resolution call-
ing on the U.S. Postal Service to honor the
Fisk Jubilee Singers with a commemorative
stamp. The Fisk Jubilee Singers are true he-
roes in the fight for civil rights and racial
equality in education. Their heritage goes back
more than one hundred and thirty years to just
after the Civil War. These singers are part of
a unique group of former slaves who made it
their passion to achieve the kind of education
that they did not have access to before eman-
cipation. Their spirit has been felt all across
this nation and around the world, and it is my
honor to stand before you today to tell you
about the legacy of the Fisk Jubilee Singers,
whom I hold near to my heart.

The Fisk School was founded in Nashville,
Tennessee, just after the end of the Civil War.
This school was intended to transcend the ra-
cial divide, with the founders of the University
opening the doors of education to all persons,
regardless of their race. Recently emancipated
slaves, ecstatic at the limitless possibilities for
freedom offered by learning, took it upon
themselves to create in the Fisk School an
educational institution that would give to them
a sense of profound moral purpose in the
great American democracy. The sale of slave
paraphernalia paid for the opening of the
school, and in 1867 the Fisk School became
Fisk University, now the oldest university in
Nashville.

Fisk University’s accomplishments in the ad-
vancement of educational opportunities for Af-
rican-American’s is far too long to mention
here. I will tell you briefly that some of the
most honored African-American artists, think-
ers and activists attended or were involved
with Fisk, including W.E.B. DuBois, Booker T.
Washington, Charles Spurgeon Johnson,
James Weldon Johnson, and Thurgood Mar-
shall, to name a few of the more distinguished
African-Americans. Indeed, Fisk University
played an enormously profound role in the ad-
vancement of black learning and culture in
America. I am both humbled by and proud of
the time that I, too, spent at Fisk University.
Many of the values I hold dear to my heart
today I learned from my colleagues and pro-
fessors at Fisk.

It was in 1871 that a group of students
formed the Fisk Jubilee Singers, a choral
group, with the intent to raise money for their
beloved University. That same year, these
singers took all of the money from the school’s
treasury and used it to tour around the United
States and Europe. During that tour they
raised enough money to preserve the Univer-
sity and to construct Jubilee Hall, which be-
came the South’s first permanent structure
built for the education of black students. This
building has also been dedicated as a Na-
tional Historic Landmark. I swell with pride to
tell you that the Jubilee Singers were the first
internationally acclaimed African-American
musicians. They introduced so-called ‘‘slave
songs’’ to the world and are considered re-
sponsible for preventing that historic and spir-
itual music from extinction. The Fisk Jubilee
Singers still perform to this very day.
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Mr. Speaker, the Fisk Jubilee Singers have

made a lasting contribution to racial equality
and black culture in America. They introduced
the spiritual as a musical genre, and dem-
onstrated a truly unique commitment to their
education. It is time that we in Congress honor
their incredible achievements in such a man-
ner that all of America will come to know of
their commitment.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to pass
my resolution encouraging the Postal Service
to issue a postage stamp commemorating the
legacy and achievements of the Fisk Jubilee
Singers.

f

JOHN TERRANA HONORED

HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today

to call the attention of the House of Rep-
resentatives to the hard work and achieve-
ments of my very good friend, Attorney John
J. Terrana of Kingston, Pennsylvania, who will
be honored on August 24, 2001, as Past
President of the Wilkes-Barre Chapter of
U.N.I.C.O. John’s deep love of his Italian herit-
age makes it especially fitting that he is being
honored by this fine organization of Italian-
Americans.

Attorney Terrana is a 1970 graduate of St.
John the Evangelist School in Pittston and
earned his bachelor of arts degree in govern-
ment and politics from King’s College in 1974.
In 1981, he served as a legislative assistant to
former Congressman Ray Musto and was ad-
mitted to practice before the Luzerne County
Court of Common Pleas, the Pennsylvania Su-
preme Court, the U.S. District Court for the
Middle District of Pennsylvania and the U.S.
Third Circuit Court of Appeals.

John earned his doctor of jurisprudence de-
gree from the George Mason University
School of Law in 1982 and established his pri-
vate practice of law in Luzerne County. He
was inducted into membership in the Wilkes-
Barre Chapter of U.N.I.C.O. in 1988 and has
served at various times on the chapter board
of directors, in addition to serving as co-chair-
man of the Miss U.N.I.C.O. pageant for 10
years.

Last year, when the chapter elected him its
president, he also attained the honor of being
inducted the Million Dollar Advocates’ Forum,
an organization whose membership is re-
stricted to trial lawyers who have successfully
tried a case which resulted in a verdict or
award in excess of one million dollars.

John’s sense of humor and warm person-
ality have made him a popular toastmaster
and speaker at many events throughout North-
eastern Pennsylvania. Everyone who knows
John is well-familiar with his devotion to his
family.

Attorney Terrana is the son of Dolores
Terrana and the late Angelo Terrana and the
brother of my former district director, Attorney
Joe Terrana, as well as Attorney Angelo
Terrana and Rosemary Dessoye, executive
vice president of the Pittston Chamber of
Commerce. John and his wife, the former An-
toinette Farano, have three children, Katie,
Julie and John Charles.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to call to the at-
tention of the House of Representatives the

hard work and achievements of Attorney John
Terrana, and I wish him all the best.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
during rollcall vote No. 312, I inadvertently re-
corded my vote as ‘‘aye.’’ My intention had
been to vote ‘‘no’’ on the green amendment.

I ask that my statement be inserted in the
RECORD at the appropriate place. Thank you.

f

HONORING HARRY BUTLER

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to recognize Harry Butler
for all of his contributions to Grand Junction
and the state of Colorado. In addition, I would
like to congratulate him on his recent election
to the Grand Junction City Council, which
marks the first person of African-American de-
scent to hold a position on the City Council.

Harry has always been persistent in his ef-
forts to achieve his goals. As a young child,
he used to attend church services in the
Handy Chapel located in Grand Junction. The
chapel was also a residence for him and his
wife, Danielle, after they were married. At that
time, they exchanged rent for cleaning the fa-
cility. The church filled a large portion of his
heart. Today, Harry serves as a minister and
leads the Saturday morning services at the
church he used to reside in.

From the age of seven, Harry has done ev-
erything from delivering newspapers to work-
ing for the Job Corps in Collbran for 11 years.
Harry has consistently extended a helping
hand to warm the hearts of others. He worked
for the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation in Grand
Junction and has become an outstanding min-
ister. He and Danielle have been happily mar-
ried for 37 years and are proud parents to
three children.

Throughout his trials and tribulations, Harry
strengthened his faith and found compassion
in the Bible. He never takes a moment for
granted and truly understands the value of life.
Now as a City Councilman, Harry hopes to
work on issues of community safety, drug utili-
zation and transportation.

Mr. Speaker, Harry Butler has done great
things throughout his life and I am certain he
will tackle his new position with the utmost at-
tention and dedication. I would like to extend
my warmest regard to Harry and his family
and wish him the best throughout his term as
a councilman.

f

TRUTH IN EMPLOYMENT ACT

HON. RON PAUL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to introduce
the Truth in Employment Act which protects

small businesses and independent-minded
workers from the destructive and coercive
‘‘top-down’’ organizing tactic known as salting.
Salting is a technique designed by unscrupu-
lous union officials for the purpose of
harassing small businesses until the busi-
nesses compel their employees to pay union
dues as a condition of employment.

‘‘Salts’’ are professional union organizers
who apply for jobs solely in order to compel
employers into consenting to union monopoly
bargaining and forced-dues contract clauses.
They do this by disrupting the workplace and
drumming up so-called ‘‘unfair labor practice’’
charges which are designed to harass and tie
up the small business person in constant and
costly litigation.

Thanks to unconstitutional interference in
the nation’s labor markets by Congress, small
businesses targeted by union salts often must
acquiesce to union bosses’ demands that they
force their workers to accept union ‘‘represen-
tation’’ and pay union dues. If an employer
challenges a salt, the salt may file (and win)
an unfair labor practice charge against the
employer!

Passing the Truth in Employment Act is a
good first step toward restoring the constitu-
tion rights of property and contract to employ-
ers and employees. I therefore urge my col-
leagues to stand up for those workers who do
not wish to be forced to pay union dues as a
condition of employment by cosponsoring the
Truth in Employment Act.

f

DELRAY BEACH, FLORIDA—AN
ALL AMERICA CITY

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR.
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay
tribute to the city of Delray Beach, Florida,
‘‘The Village By The Sea,’’ for being one of
the ten cities selected by the National Civic
League for the 2001 All America City Awards.

The All America City Award is America’s
oldest and most prestigious community rec-
ognition award. It recognizes exemplary grass-
roots community problem-solving and is given
to communities that cooperatively tackle chal-
lenges and achieve results.

To qualify as a contender for this competi-
tive Award an application is submitted that il-
lustrates how three community projects were
made possible by the efforts of volunteers,
government officials, and businesses. The
three successful initiatives of Delray Beach
were: (1) the Youth Enrichment Vocational
Program, which teaches skills and creates op-
portunities for high-risk youth; (2) the Commu-
nity Neighbors Helping, which provides elderly
minority citizens with food, clothing, and serv-
ices that they could not otherwise receive; and
(3) the Village Academy, a deregulated public
school which provides an environment to ad-
dress the needs of at-risk grade-school stu-
dents. All of these programs have assisted the
countless Delray Beach citizens both young
and old with opportunities for a better future.

What makes each of these programs unique
and warrants our attention is that through pub-
lic and private cohesive efforts the residents of
Delray Beach have, through their own initia-
tive, created specific programs that address
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specific challenges that individuals in their
community face. Public and private, resources
are used to create these programs. A balance
is created between individuals and organiza-
tions which makes these programs all the
more better because everyone has contrib-
uted.

Thanks to the Mayor, the City Commis-
sioners, the City Manager, the City workers,
and community organizations, churches, busi-
nesses and residents, the City of Delray
Beach is once again an All America City. It is
an accomplishment to be named once, but
being named twice is a true distinction, which
serves as an inspiration to every city in the
State of Florida and sets a standard of civic
responsibility that serves as a reminder to us
all that the effort always counts.

f

INTRODUCING THE ELECTION
WEEKEND ACT OF 2001

HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, ear-
lier this week, the National Commission on
Federal Election Reform released its report
highlighting a variety of reforms that need to
occur in our country’s faltering election sys-
tem. While I do not agree with all of the Com-
mission’s views, I do agree with the report’s
recommendation to establish a federal holiday
on Election Day.

Today, however, I am taking the Commis-
sion’s recommendation one step further and
introducing the Election Weekend Act. My bill
changes our nation’s election day from the
first Tuesday after the first Monday in Novem-
ber to the first consecutive Saturday and Sun-
day in November. Furthermore, it expresses
the sense of Congress that private sector em-
ployers provide their employees with one day
off during Election Weekend to allow them
ample opportunity and time to cast their ballot
without having to leave work.

Each Election Day, employees are faced
with the difficult task of balancing their work
schedules with their family responsibilities,
while trying to find time to make it to the polls.
My bill recognizes the undue amount of pres-
sure Americans face when trying to participate
in the democratic process. It acknowledges
the fact that a great deal of Americans are un-
able to leave their jobs in the middle of the
day and vote because our elections occur on
a Tuesday, a day when almost all Americans
are working.

As more and more Americans enter the
workforce, the choice they are forced to make
between working or voting has resulted in de-
creased voter turnout. In the last election,
barely 51 percent of our country’s eligible vot-
ers actually voted. Also, consider that in the
last election, only 48 percent of those who
voted cast a ballot for our current President.
That means that 48 percent of the 51 percent
of people who actually voted last November
voted for him. To put it in a different perspec-
tive, less than one-quarter of all those eligible
to vote voted for our current President—talk
about pitiful. Even more, the percentage is
even smaller in low and middle income com-
munities where individuals do not enjoy the
luxury of taking a three hour lunch to eat and

vote. For many, the hour they lose in wages
when they go to the polls may mean the dif-
ference between paying the bills or finding
themselves out on the street.

It is irresponsible of us to continue forcing
Americans to choose between a pay check,
family time, or democracy. It is the Constitu-
tional privilege of every American to vote. In
moving our nation’s election day to the first full
weekend in November and extending it from
one day to two days, we recognize the re-
sponsibility that we have to our constituents
and our democratic heritage. We should be
doing everything we can to protect the integ-
rity of our election system by not only encour-
aging Americans to vote, but making it more
convenient for them to do so.

f

CONGESTION THREATENS U.S.
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

HON. ROBERT A. BORSKI
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
alert my colleagues to the growing danger of
gridlock in our transportation system.

Many of the nation’s major transportation
corridors, both rail and highway, have become
increasingly congested in recent years, to the
point that congestion already threatens the
ability of those modes to provide reliable
transportation to the U.S. economy.

Major metropolitan areas that are gateways
for U.S. international trade, and hubs in the
rail and highway systems, are thick with freight
traffic as other vehicular traffic also increases.

Increased international trade—expected to
double in the next ten years—and continued
growth in the domestic economy will further
burden our rail and highway systems in the
years ahead, with some question that, despite
the best efforts and support of Congress, ex-
isting infrastructures in those modes can grow
to meet those demands.

Existing rail and highway infrastructure can-
not handle all of the projected growth in con-
tainer movements, and there are obvious lim-
its to how much we can increase the capacity
of interstates and rail lines. Major expansion of
rail or highway infrastructure in corridors such
as that along 1–95 on the U.S. East Coast
has become both economically and physically
difficult to do.

In the coastal corridors a ‘‘capacity crunch’is
likely in this decade. Federal Highway Admin-
istration data indicates average annual in-
creases in highway freight miles of 3 to 4 per-
cent nationally in that period.

For example, it has been estimated that by
2010 there will be an increase of 11,000
fortyfoot containers arriving each day on each
coast. While rail may be able to handle ap-
proximately 1,000 such units, absent a viable
waterborne option, the remaining 10,000 con-
tainers would have to be moved by truck. On
1–95, this would equate to an additional truck
every 270 yards between Boston and Miami.

As corridor densification increases so too
will the cost to the economy in lost produc-
tivity. This is prompting transportation plan-
ners, shippers and transport operators to look
for ways to relieve the pressure on moving
freight (and passengers) in impacted regions.
For the domestic transportation system to

meet the needs of our economy in the 21st
Century, we must maximize the efficiency of
that system, including, where possible, in-
creasing reliance on waterborne transportation
to complement rail and highway systems. The
potential options range from increased use of
vessels to transport bulk materials to short or
long haul intermodal shipping, including high-
speed ferries such as are in wide use in Eu-
rope and Asia. As transportation agencies and
the private sector focus more attention to this
option, the federal government should look to
means by which to eliminate the barriers to, or
to create potential incentives for, development
of this complementary means of moving
freight and passengers.

The waterborne option presently has un-
used capacity. Studies to date suggest that as
vessel and cargo transfer technologies im-
prove and new vessels come in to service,
coastal shipping would be able to provide in-
creasingly competitive service. Such vessels
can be built in U.S. shipyards that now have
the capacity to construct new designs and do
it competitively. One such yard is the Kvaerner
Shipyard in Philadelphia. In fact, a shift to the
waterborne mode would foster a resurgence in
Jones Act shipping and in the process create
a new market for U.S. shipyards and Amer-
ican labor.

The expanded use of the coastal waters for
moving cargo has some obvious benefits:

It would provide a measure of highway con-
gestion relief,

Some hazardous material movements could
shift to coastal vessels,

Vessels have the fewest accidental spills or
collisions of all forms of transportation;

The movement of trucks/containers on ves-
sels could foster increased use of intelligent
transportation technologies;

Job growth would be stimulated in U.S.
shipyards and on vessels;

A healthier U.S.-flag industry assures a fu-
ture supply of vessels and trained crews for
military sealift missions.

With few exceptions, the maritime sector
largely has been left behind in Congressional
and Administration attention to the transpor-
tation modes over the past decade. Policy in-
novations such as ISTEA, TEA–21 and AIR–
21 have served to prepare surface and air
transportation for the demands of the next
decades. The maritime sector is due the same
in order for the national transportation system
to meet the demands of the new century. Ex-
panding the use of the waterborne option
should be viewed as an enhancement of the
nation’s transportation system, responding to
market demands for relief of congested rail
and highway routes, and not as a matter of
one mode competing against another. Coastal
shipping will not supplant road and rail be-
cause of their inherent and respective advan-
tages, e.g. speed of service and flexibility, but
it can provide an essential element of new ca-
pacity with comparatively smaller investments
of public capital.

Analysis to date indicates that there are
some likely barriers to an expansion of inter-
modal coastal shipping such as the harbor
maintenance tax on domestic movements,
thus requiring the attention of the next Admin-
istration and Congress. Likewise, incentives
no doubt would facilitate private and public
sector investments into establishing coastal
corridor operations. It is our duty to do what
we can to facilitate and foster coastwise ship-
ping.
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HONORING VIRGINIA ANDREW

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take a moment to remember the life of Virginia
Andrew from Steamboat Springs, Colorado,
who passed away on Wednesday, July 25. At
the age of 86, many will miss her as we all
mourn her passing.

Virginia was a columnist for the Steamboat
Pilot, the local paper in Steamboat Springs.
She was employed there for more than 50
years. While her original column ‘‘Sidney
News’’ was named after an area that no
longer exists in the Yampa Valley, her mem-
ory will live on in the hearts and minds of the
people that she touched. Throughout her ca-
reer, Virginia covered a wide range of topics
ranging from rural news to daily events. She
even had issues pertaining to agriculture and
politics.

Beyond the life of a journalist, she also op-
erated a Farmers Union Insurance Office for
20 years starting in 1945. She also was a
founding partner in the Unique Shop—a coop-
erative that provided second-hand goods and
other items to the elderly population. Amidst
all of her activities, the town was always able
to recognize her when she drove by in her
large blue Oldsmobile sedan.

Mr. Speaker, Virginia Andrews was a per-
son who lived an accomplished life. She al-
ways cared for people and wanted only the
best for them. I would like to extend my deep-
est sympathy and warmest regards to her
family at this time of remembrance. My
thoughts and prayers are with them.

f

KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS DAMIEN
COUNCIL CELEBRATES 100TH AN-
NIVERSARY

HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to call the attention of the House of Rep-
resentatives to the good works of the Knights
of Columbus Damien Council No. 598 in Car-
bon County, Pennsylvania. On Aug. 18, 2001,
the members will celebrate the 100th anniver-
sary of the council’s founding.

The council is one of the oldest in the
Knights of Columbus, being the 598th founded
out of the nearly 13,000 in existence today.
Under the direction of Father James C.
McConnon, a group of 47 men from the small
town of Mauch Chunk, now known as Jim
Thorpe, chose the name of their council to
honor Father Damien de Veuster. Now des-
ignated as Blessed Damien following his 1995
beatification by Pope John Paul 11, Father de
Veuster is remembered for his selfless and
courageous efforts to care for the nearly 1,000
lepers abandoned on Molokai Island in Hawaii.
Father de Veuster himself died of leprosy in
1889.

Since its founding, Damien Council has
served Mauch Chunk, later known as Jim

Thorpe, Lehighton, Nesquehoning and the sur-
rounding communities. Among its many ac-
complishments, the council arranged to tele-
vise Advent and Lenten Masses for shut-ins
on Blue Ridge Cable TV–13 in the 1970s and
1980s, well before the Catholic cable channel
EWTN became available nationwide. The
council also broadcast the recitation of the Ro-
sary on WYNS Radio and the Stations of the
Cross on WLSH Radio. Damien Council has
also provided food baskets for families in need
and has honored 39 priests from the area on
the occasion of their ordination into the priest-
hood.

Damien Council continues to aid the church,
local communities, families and young people
through its various programs. Annual activities
include celebrating a Memorial Mass for its
deceased members, sponsoring Family Hour
of Prayer services, participating in the ‘‘Adopt-
A-Seminarian’’ program, jointly sponsoring the
Pro-Life Essay Contest with the other councils
in the Diocese of Allentown and coordinating
the program for Carbon County, promoting the
‘‘Keep Christ in Christmas’’ program, spon-
soring the Knights of Columbus Free Throw
Championship and hosting the District 29
competition, raising funds for ARC, honoring
the members’ spouses with Ladies’ Apprecia-
tion ‘‘Knight,’’ celebrating the family by naming
a ‘‘Family of the Month’’ and ‘‘Family of the
Year’’ and presenting awards and altar server
certificates to graduating eighth-grade stu-
dents.

Damien Council has seen two of its mem-
bers rise to statewide leadership over the
years. Both Thomas P. (Patsy) Milan and Wil-
liam F. (Bill) Carroll served as state treasurers.
Damien Council is currently led by Grand
Knight Michael A. Heery.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to call to the at-
tention of the House of Representatives the
good works of the Knights of Columbus
Damien Council No. 598 on the occasion of
their 100th anniversary, and I wish them all
the best.
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PRESCRIPTION DRUG
AFFORDABILITY ACT

HON. RON PAUL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to introduce
the Prescription Drug Affordability Act. This
legislation ensures that millions of Americans,
including seniors, have access to affordable
pharmaceutical products. My bill makes phar-
maceuticals more affordable to seniors by re-
ducing their taxes. It also removes needless
goverment barriers to importing pharma-
ceuticals and it protects Internet pharmacies,
which are making affordable prescription drugs
available to millions of Americans, from being
strangled by federal regulation.

The first provision of my legislation provides
seniors a tax credit equal to 80 percent of
their prescription drug costs. As many of my
colleagues have pointed out, our nation’s sen-
iors are struggling to afford the prescription
drugs they need in order to maintain an active
and healthy lifestyle. Yet, the federal govern-
ment continues to impose taxes on Social Se-

curity benefits. Meanwhile, Congress contin-
ually raids the Social Security trust fund to fi-
nance unconstitutional programs! It is long
past time for Congress to choose between
helping seniors afford medicine or using the
Social Security trust fund as a slush fund for
big government and pork-barrel spending.

Mr. Speaker, I do wish to clarify that this tax
credit is intended to supplement the efforts to
reform and strengthen the Medicare system to
ensure seniors have the ability to use Medi-
care funds to purchase prescription drugs. I
am a strong supporter of strengthening the
Medicare system to allow for more choice and
consumer control, including structural reforms
that will allow seniors to use Medicare funds
to cover the costs of prescription drugs.

In addition to making prescription medica-
tions more affordable for seniors, my bill low-
ers the price for prescription medicines by re-
ducing barriers to the importation of FDA-ap-
proved pharmaceuticals. Under my bill, any-
one wishing to import a drug simply submits
an application to the FDA, which then must
approve the drug unless the FDA finds the
drug is either not approved for use in the US
or is adulterated or misbranded. This process
will make safe and affordable imported medi-
cines affordable to millions of Americans. Mr.
Speaker, letting the free market work is the
best means of lowering the cost of prescription
drugs.

I need not remind my colleagues that many
senior citizens and other Americans impacted
by the high costs of prescription medicine
have demanded Congress reduce the barriers
which prevent American consumers from pur-
chasing imported pharmaceuticals. Just a few
weeks ago, Congress responded to these de-
mands by overwhelmingly passing legislation
liberalizing the rules governing the importation
of pharmaceuticals. While this provision took a
good first step toward allowing free trade in
pharmaceuticals, and I hope it remains in the
final bill, the American people will not be satis-
fied until all unnecessary regulations on im-
porting pharmaceuticals are removed.

The Prescription Drug Affordability Act also
protects consumers’ access to affordable pre-
scription drugs by forbidding the federal gov-
ernment from regulating any Internet sales of
FDA-approved pharmaceuticals by state-li-
censed pharmacists. As I am sure my col-
leagues are aware, the Internet makes phar-
maceuticals and other products more afford-
able and accessible for millions of Americans.
One gentleman in my district has used the
Internet to lower his prescription drugs costs
from $700 to $100 a month!

However, the federal government has
threatened to destroy this option by imposing
unnecessary and unconstitutional regulations
on web sites which sell pharmaceuticals. Any
federal regulations would inevitably drive up
prices of pharmaceuticals, thus depriving
many consumers of access to affordable pre-
scription medications.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to make pharmaceuticals more afford-
able and accessible by lowering taxes on sen-
ior citizens, removing barriers to the importa-
tion of pharmaceuticals and protecting legiti-
mate Internet pharmacies from needless regu-
lation by cosponsoring the Prescription Drug
Affordability Act.
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AMERICAN LEGACY
PRESERVATION ACT

HON. JOSEPH R. PITTS
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, today I submit for
introduction a bill to preserve and maintain the
final resting places of our nation’s greatest
leaders. Since the Constitution was ratified,
the Unites States has had only 43 Presidents.
Some, like Washington and Lincoln and
Reagan, have been great men who changed
the nation. Others, like Buchanan, were capa-
ble and gifted, but have not been judged well
by history.

But while James Buchanan may not be on
the list of great American Presidents, he was
a good man who did a lot for Lancaster Coun-
ty, Pennsylvania and for America. And as a
Member of Congress, he did more than any of
his peers to protect the Constitution and the
principle of judicial review.

While he may not have had the foresight
that Lincoln had when it came to slavery, it is
a little-known fact that Buchanan bought
slaves in Washington, DC, in order to free
them here in Pennsylvania.

But much like Abraham Lincoln, he was a
self-made man who was born in a log cabin.
As a young man, he served in the War of
1812. He was Lancaster’s Congressman from
1821 to 1831. He served as Ambassador to
Russia and Great Britain. He was a U.S. Sen-
ator, and then, finally, he became President.

He served during the most tumultuous time
in our history. And while he was not as good
a leader as his successor, he did succeed in
holding the union together.

He died in 1868 and was buried in my dis-
trict, the 16th district of Pennsylvania. It is, for
a President, a simple grave. The office he
held was an important one in his time. Today,
it is the most powerful office in the world.

Every one of our Presidents deserves the
honor of a well-maintained grave.

Many of us remember several years ago
when President Grant’s tomb in New York fell
into disrepair. Its roof leaked, its walls were
covered with graffiti, and it was a hangout for
heroin addicts.

Buchanan’s grave is very nice by compari-
son. But keeping it nice has been very difficult.
The cemetery association is not a wealthy
one, and it is mainly through the efforts of vol-
unteers that it has been maintained at all.
When Grant’s Tomb fell into disrepair, the Na-
tional Park Service stepped up to the plate
and fixed it. Today it’s a tourist attraction.

I’m introducing today the American Legacy
Preservation Act, empowering the National
Park Service to assist in the upkeep of Presi-
dential gravesites.

Whether it be the grave of Lincoln or Bu-
chanan, Washington or Grant, preserving the
final resting places of our Presidents is clearly
in the nation’s interest. The gravesites have
exceptional value in illustrating and inter-
preting the heritage of the U.S. and helping
Americans to value our rich and complex na-
tional story. Every American deserves to know
that the graves of our past Presidents will be
treated with the same dignity as the office they
once held.

INTRODUCTION OF MUSIC ONLINE
COMPETITION ACT

HON. RICK BOUCHER
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
today to join with my colleague from Utah, Mr.
CANNON, in the introduction of much-needed
legislation to facilitate the rapid introduction of
services which will meet the public demand for
efficient delivery of music over the Internet in
a manner which also assures that copyright
owners receive compensation for the use of
their works.

I am among those who believe that most
people are willing to pay a reasonable fee to
be able to obtain musical selections over the
Internet, and I applaud the planned introduc-
tion by the major record labels of websites
that will make their music inventories available
for streaming and downloading.

There are a number of obstacles to the ef-
fective introduction of online music services in
current copyright law. A recent hearing in the
Judiciary Committee highlighted several of the
problems in current copyright law which are
impeding the deployment of innovative, legiti-
mate Internet music services to an eager lis-
tening public. Some of these problems are
practical, such as trying to locate and notify all
of the publishers of a particular musical com-
position. Other obstacles are technical, such
as needing to produce multiple copies of a
song in different transmission speeds and dif-
ferent media formats. Current copyright law
permits the placement on a server of only a
single copy.

The measure we introduce today, The
Music Online Competition Act, is carefully
crafted to remove these obstacles and thereby
promote a legitimate online music marketplace
that will benefit the public, the creators of
copyrighted works and the technology indus-
try. In particular, our bill makes the following
changes:

Updates the ‘‘Ephemeral’’ Recording Ex-
emption: Our bill expands the law that allows
broadcasters and webcasters to make a single
in-house (or ‘‘ephemeral’’) copy of a trans-
mission program to enable multiple copies so
as to accommodate the need for different bit
rates (e.g., dial-up, broadband), different for-
mats (e.g., RealPlayer or MediaPlayer), and
caching throughout the network to ensure effi-
cient and timely delivery of music to con-
sumers. Our bill extends the ephemeral copy-
right exemption to encompass not only the
transmission program but also the individual
songs.

Expands the ‘‘In-Store Sampling’’ Exemp-
tion: Under current copyright law, ‘‘brick and
mortar’’ music retailers pay no license fees to
record CDs on a server so that customers
may listen to music samples in the store. Our
bill allows retailers to use a central server to
serve multiple retail establishments and ap-
plies the exemption to online retail establish-
ments (such as Amazon.com or CDNow) that
offer music samples of 30 or 60 seconds to
promote sales of the associated sound record-
ings.

Clarifies the Status of Incidental and Archi-
val Copying: Our bill adapts existing law to
two situations particular to Internet technology.
First, the bill exempts from copyright liability

buffer copies made in the course of browsing
or webcasting, as these buffer copies are
mere technical incidents of the operation of
the Internet and have no independent eco-
nomic value. Second, the bill allows con-
sumers to make archival ‘‘backup’’ copies of
music that they lawfully acquire over the Inter-
net in order to protect their collections against
hard drive crashes, accidental damage or vi-
ruses. The bill leaves unchanged existing law
with respect to computer programs.

Facilitates Administration of the Section 115
Mechanical License: Witnesses at a recent
hearing representing the major music labels,
RealNetworks, and MP3.com uniformly urged
the creation of an effective mechanism for ad-
ministering the existing Section 115 statutory
license for musical works, which is currently
administered with paper submissions and no-
tices to copyright owners. Under our bill, the
administration of the statutory license would
parallel the administration of other statutory li-
censes by permitting users to notify the Copy-
right Office of the use of the statutory license
and to deposit royalty payments and account-
ing information with the Copyright Office, so
as to ensure that funds and information are
distributed to the owners of the copyright. Our
bill specifically instructs the Copyright Office to
develop an electronic filing system to receive
such notices as a replacement for the current
paper filing system.

Assures Nondiscriminatory Licensing to Af-
filiated and Non-Affiliated Music Distribution
Entities: Recording companies are now enter-
ing into the online music distribution business
by establishing joint ventures with other record
companies (e.g., MusicNet and Pressplay) and
by acquiring well-known, formerly independent
Internet services (such as CDNow, EMusic
and MP3.com). It is anticipated that the dis-
tribution services owned by record companies
will cross license each other, so that each site
will be authorized to distribute over the Inter-
net approximately 80 percent of all recorded
music. If the major record companies do not
also license independent non-affiliated dis-
tribution services, music will be distributed ex-
clusively by a vertically integrated duopoly. In
such a circumstance, there would be no com-
petition in music distribution.

In 1995, Congress had a similar concern
with respect to cable and satellite subscription
services, which Congress addressed by re-
quiring vertically-integrated companies that
both owned content and distribution services
to offer nondiscriminatory license terms and
conditions to all similarly-situated distribution
services. Our bill extends this existing non-
discrimination provision to interactive perform-
ance services and digital distribution services.

Requires an Examination of Programming
Restrictions: The sound recording statutory li-
cense for digital cable, satellite and
webcasting services includes programming re-
strictions that, for example, restrict the pro-
vider from playing more than 3 selections from
a particular CD or more than 4 selections from
a particular artist within a 3-hour window.
Broadcast radio is not subject to these pro-
gramming restrictions. Certain digital music
services contend that some of these program-
ming restrictions impose undue burdens upon
their service, reduce their ability to compete
with broadcast radio, and unfairly preclude
their ability to take advantage of the statutory
license to deliver the type of services that con-
sumers expect from a radio offering. Our bill
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instructs the Copyright Office and the Depart-
ment of Commerce jointly to study and report
to Congress on the effect of these limitations
upon such services, upon copyright owners
and upon the public interest, and to make ap-
propriate legislative recommendations.

Requires Direct Payment to Artists: The
sound recording statutory performance license
provision specifies that royalty payments
should be shared equally by performing artists
and recording companies. Current law funnels
these payments to artists through the record-
ing companies. Our bill requires that these
payments instead to be made directly to the
artists or to a collective organization rep-
resenting the artists.

There is uniform agreement among record
labels, online companies and consumers that
changes to the copyright law are needed.
Congress has a responsibility to promote an
online marketplace which will allow legitimate,
innovative services to thrive. I call upon my
colleagues to join with us as we seek to facili-
tate the rapid introduction of legitimate online
music services for the benefit of our constitu-
ents, the listening public, of the creators of
copyrighted material and of the technology
and other entrepreneurial companies which
seek to deliver music to consumers. Mr.
Speaker, I urge all of my colleagues to join
with Mr. CANNON and me in supporting this
measure.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO HERBERT
OLSON

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
thank Herbert Olson for his contribution toward
the preservation of Colorado’s land and nat-
ural resources. Herb worked for forty-three
years with the Colorado Bureau of Land Man-
agement before recently retiring. I ask my col-
leagues to join me in honoring Herbert for the
huge strides he has made for Colorado.

Herb was instrumental in establishing the
land acquisition program for the BLM, which
has acquired over 33,000 acres of private
property during his time there. His talent for
working with a diverse group of people al-
lowed him to acquire land from willing sellers
only; never did the BLM use the threat of con-
demnation to force a sale of land.

Because of Herb’s work, some of the most
breathtaking lands in the world are now under
the careful direction of the BLM. His dedica-
tion and leadership has provided current resi-
dents and visitors of Colorado with the assur-
ance not only that they will be able to enjoy
the lands, but also that the property will be
preserved for future generations.

The leadership that Herb demonstrated dur-
ing his long tenure with the BLM has proven
fundamental for the success of the program. I
would like to thank him for his dedication to-
ward our beautiful state and to congratulate
him on a long and successful career. He cer-
tainly deserves our recognition.

FEDEX GROUND WINS SAFETY
AWARD

HON. FRANK MASCARA
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. MASCARA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to FedEx Ground, the ground
transportation subsidiary of FedEx Corpora-
tion. For the second year FedEx Ground has
been awarded the American Trucking Associa-
tion (ATA) President’s Trophy for Safety Ex-
cellence.

Mr. Speaker, as you know, FedEx Ground,
previously known as RPS, is the second larg-
est small-package carrier in North America.
While providing fifteen years of efficient, af-
fordable, and safe shipping services to cus-
tomers throughout the United States and Can-
ada, they have accumulated a long list of
awards and recognitions for their outstanding
safety performance. In addition to the ATA
President’s Trophy for Safety Excellence, the
company has, for the last three years, been
awarded ‘‘Carrier of the Year’’ in the small-
package ground category by Wal-Mart, the
world’s largest retailer. Furthermore, the mem-
bers of the National Small Shipments Traffic
Conference have selected FedEx Ground as
Parcel Carrier of the Year in 2001 and 1999.
All of these awards require a company to es-
tablish a record of technological innovation, re-
liable service, and excellent safety results.

Headquartered in my district, FedEx Ground
employs 35,000 men and women nationwide,
and 1,700 in the Pittsburgh area. The com-
pany moves over 1.5 million packages every
day with their 370 distribution hubs and 9,500
drivers and contractors. One of those drivers,
Jennifer Zinkel, is one of ten FedEx Ground
drivers to be made a captain of the prestigious
ATA Road Team during the company’s his-
tory. She has over 700,000 accident-free miles
in her eight-year career as a driver.

I would like to pay special recognition to
FedEx Ground President and CEO Daniel J.
Sullivan. His vision of merging technological
advancements, reliable service, and high safe-
ty standards have made the company a leader
in the industry.

It is an honor for me to recognize the em-
ployees of FedEx Ground in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD as a team of citizens who rec-
ognize the importance of safety to the public
while providing high quality shipping services.

f

RAILROAD RETIREMENT AND
SURVIVORS IMPROVEMENT ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. MELISSA A. HART
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 31, 2001

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
strongly support H.R. 1140, the Railroad Re-
tirement and Survivors Improvement Act of
2001. As a cosponsor and one of the 384 yea
votes, I am pleased to see the House pass
this needed legislation.

One of the original meetings I had in my
first months in Congress was with a group of
widows whose husbands had worked for Con-
rail in Beaver County in my Pennsylvania dis-

trict. These women expressed to me how they
struggled to pay their high electricity bills and
rising health care costs, and that this legisla-
tion would go a long way toward helping them
meet those costs. Last session, the House ap-
proved similar legislation, but the Senate failed
to consider it. I hope that the overwhelming
support in the House this time will give the
momentum we need to give these widows and
retires the relief they need. It also modernizes
the pension plan—ensuring that the program
will continue to railroad workers and their
loved ones.

This legislation not only increases benefits
to widows of railroad employees, but also:

Lowers the minimum age of workers with 30
years service eligible for full benefits;

Creates an independent Railroad Retire-
ment Trust Fund; and

Expands the investment authority of the
fund to generate better returns.

In a ‘‘railroad state’’ like Pennsylvania, legis-
lation like this provides the needed security for
a large portion of our residents. It has the
backing of both railroad labor and manage-
ment.

Now that we have done our part to pass
legislation that strengthens railroad retirement,
let’s make sure that we follow through and get
this legislation to the President’s desk.

f

A TRIBUTE TO THE 116 YEARS OF
SERVICE BY MANHATTAN’S
GOUVERNEUR HOSPITAL

HON. JERROLD NADLER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Manhattan’s Gouverneur Hos-
pital on the occasion of its 116th anniversary.
Since opening its doors to the Lower East
Side community in 1885, Gouverneur Hospital
has been committed to providing dependable
high quality health care at an affordable price.
From excellent emergency services to quality
long-term care, Gouverneur Hospital has been
there for its neighbors time and time again
throughout the past century. An excellent
medical facility and a haven for the commu-
nity, the Hospital and its staff provide patients
with efficient, thoughtful and affordable care.

On September 12th, 2001, Gouverneur Hos-
pital will be holding a fundralsing event in
honor of its 116th year of service. I am
pleased to offer my congratulations to
Gouverneur Hospital on this occasion. The
money raised at this function will enable the
hospital to better meet the needs of the com-
munity, by expanding its nursing facilities, ac-
quiring a mobile medical van, and increasing
its services to the Chinese community. I also
commend the recipients of the Gouverneur
Hospital Community Service Award for their
invaluable contributions to the Gouverneur
Hospital community.

For the services they have provided to the
Lower East Side and their dedication to the
well-being of the community, I offer my sincere
congratulations to Gouverneur Hospital for 116
years of outstanding service.
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CONGRATULATING THE CHURCH

OF KHALISTAN ON 15 YEARS OF
SERVICE

HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to congratulate Dr. Gurmit Singh Aulakh,
President of the Council of Khalistan, for 15
years of service to the Sikhs, the people of
South Asia and America.

Fifteen years ago Dr. Aulakh left a well-pay-
ing job to begin striving day in and day out in
an effort to draw attention to the plight of the
minorities of India. Since that time he has suc-
ceeded in raising awareness of the treatment
of Christians, Kashmiri Muslims, and other mi-
norities in India and throughout the world. Dr.
Aulakh has spoken out on behalf of these
people; he has highlighted injustices, and in
so doing, has raised the level of awareness of
such issues throughout the United States.

On October 7, 1987, the Sikh homeland de-
clared its independence from India. At that
time, Dr. Aulakh was named to lead the strug-
gle to regain the lost sovereignty of the Sikhs.

If it were not for Dr. Aulakh’s tireless efforts,
the human-rights conditions in India would go
unexposed and unpunished. Because of his
efforts, all of us in Congress are much better
informed on these matters and we are more
able to take appropriate action. Therefore, I
would like to take this opportunity to congratu-
late Dr. Aulakh and the Council of Khalistan
for their tireless efforts on behalf of freedom.

f

TORTURE AND POLICE ABUSE IN
THE OSCE REGION

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker,
over the July Fourth recess, I had the privilege
of participating in the U.S. Delegation to the
OSCE Parliamentary Assembly’s annual meet-
ing held in Paris, where I introduced a resolu-
tion on the need for the OSCE participating
States—all of our States—to intensify our ef-
forts to combat torture, police abuse, and ra-
cial profiling. This resolution, adopted and in-
cluded the Assembly’s final Declaration, also
calls for greater protection for non-govern-
mental organizations, medical personnel, and
others who treat the victims of torture and re-
port on their human rights violations. The res-
olution also condemns the insidious practice of
racial profiling, which has the effect of leaving
minorities more vulnerable to police abuse. Fi-
nally, my resolution calls for the OSCE partici-
pating States to adopt, in law and in practice,
a complete ban on incommunicado detention.

Tragically, recent news reports only under-
score how urgent the problem of police abuse
is. I would like to survey a few of the reports
received by the Helsinki Commission in recent
weeks.

First, on July 7 in Slovakia, the body of
Karol Sendrei, a 51-year-old Romani father,
was returned to his family. The convoluted ac-
count of his death has included mutual re-
criminations among police officers and, so far,

has led to the resignation of the mayor of
Magnezitovce and indictments against three
police officers. While much remains to be sort-
ed out, this much is clear: On July 5, Mr.
Sendrei was taken into police custody. The
next day, he died of injuries, including shock
caused by a torn liver, cranial and pericardial
bleeding, and broken jaw, sternum, and ribs.
According to reports, Mr. Sendrei had been
chained to a radiator and beaten over for the
last twelve hours of his life.

The deaths in police custody of Lubomir
Sarissky in 1999 and now Mr. Sendrei, per-
sistent reports of police abuse in villages like
Hermanovce, and the reluctance of the police
and judicial system to respond seriously to ra-
cially motivated crimes have all eroded trust in
law enforcement in Slovakia. As Americans
know from first-hand experience, when the
public loses that trust, society as a whole pays
dearly.

I welcome the concern for the Sendrei case
reflected in the statements of Prime Minister
Dzurinda, whom I had the chance to meet at
the end of May, and others in his cabinet. But
statements alone will not restore confidence in
the police among Slovakia’s Romani commu-
nity. Those who are responsible for this death
must be held fully accountable before the law.
I will continue to follow this case, along with
the trials of the three men still being pros-
ecuted for the murder of Anastazia Balazova
last year.

Although it has received far less press at-
tention, in Hungary, a Romani man was also
shot and killed on June 30 by an off-duty po-
lice officer in Budapest; one other person was
injured in that shooting. While the police offi-
cer in that case has been arrested, too often
reports of police misconduct in Hungary are
ignored or have been countered with a slap on
the wrist. I remain particularly alarmed by the
persistent reports of police brutality in
Hajduhadhaz and police reprisals against
those who have reported their abuse to the
Helsinki Commission. In one case, a teenager
in Hajduhadhaz who had reported being
abused by the police was detained by the po-
lice again—after his case had been brought to
the attention of the Helsinki Commission, and
after Helsinki Commission staff had raised it
with the Hungarian Ambassador. In an appar-
ent attempt to intimidate this boy, the police
claimed to have a ‘‘John Doe’’ criminal indict-
ment for ‘‘unknown persons’’ for damaging the
reputation of Hungary abroad. These are out-
rageous tactics from the communist-era that
should be ended.

I urge Hungarian Government officials to
look more closely at this problem and take
greater efforts to combat police abuse. I un-
derstand an investigation has begun into pos-
sible torture by a riverbank patrol in Tiszabura,
following reports that police in that unit had
forced a 14-year-old Romani boy into the ice-
cold waters of the Tisza river. There are now
reports that this unit may have victimized other
people as well. I am hopeful this investigation
will be transparent and credible and that those
who have committed abuses will be held fully
accountable.

In the Czech Republic, lack of confidence in
law enforcement agents has recently led some
Roma to seek to form their own self-defense
units. Frankly, this is not surprising. Roma in
the Czech Republic continue to be the target
of violent, racially motived crime: On April 25,
a group of Roma were attacked by German

and Czech skinheads in Novy Bor. On June
30, 4 skinheads attacked a group of Roma in
Ostrava; one of the victims of that attack was
repeatedly stabbed, leaving his life in jeop-
ardy. On July 16, three men shouting Nazi slo-
gans attacked a Romani family in their home
in As in western Bohemia. On July 21, a
Romani man was murdered in Svitavy by a
man who had previously committed attacks
against Roma, only to face a slap on the wrist
in the courts.

These cases follow a decade in which ra-
cially motivated attacks against Roma in the
Czech Republic have largely been tolerated by
the police. Indeed, in the case of the murder
of Milan Lacko, a police officer was involved.
More to the point, he ran over Milan Lacko’s
body with his police car, after skinheads beat
him and left him in the road. In another case,
involving a 1999 racially motivated attack on
another Romani man, the Czech Supreme
Court issued a ruling that the attack was pre-
meditated and organized, and then remanded
the case back to the district court in Jesenik
for sentencing in accordance with that finding.
But the district court simply ignored the Su-
preme Court’s finding and ordered four of the
defendants released. Under circumstances
such as these, is it any wonder that Roma so
lack confidence in the police and judiciary that
they feel compelled to defend themselves?

I am not, however, without hope for the
Czech Republic. Jan Jarab, the Czech Gov-
ernment’s Human Rights Commissioner, has
spoken openly and courageously of the
human rights problems in his country. For ex-
ample, the Czech News Agency recently re-
ported that Jarob had said that ‘‘the Czech
legal system deals ‘benevolently’ with attacks
committed by right-wing extremists, ‘[f]rom po-
lice investigators, who do not want to inves-
tigate such cases as racial crimes, to state at-
torneys and judges, who pass the lowest pos-
sible sentences.’ ’’ I hope Czech political lead-
ers—from every party and every walk of life—
will support Jan Jarab’s efforts to address the
problems he so rightly identified.

Clearly, problems of police abuse rarely if
ever go away on their own. On the contrary,
I believe that, unattended, those who engage
in abusive practices only become more brazen
and shameless. When two police officers in
Romania were accused of beating to death a
suspect in Cugir in early July, was it really a
shock? In that case, the two officers had a
history of using violent methods to interrogate
detainees—but there appears to have been no
real effort to hold them accountable for their
practices.

I am especially concerned by reports from
Amnesty International that children are among
the possible victims of police abuse and tor-
ture in Romania. On March 14, 14-year-old
Vasile Danut was detained by police in
Vladesti and beaten severely by police. On
April 5, 15-year-old loana Silaghi was report-
edly attacked by a police officer in Oradea.
Witnesses in the case have reportedly also
been intimidated by the police. In both cases,
the injuries of the children were documented
by medical authorities. I urge the Romanian
authorities to conduct impartial investigations
into each of these cases and to hold fully ac-
countable those who may be found guilty of
violating the law.

Mr. Speaker, as is well-known to many
Members, torture and police abuse is a par-
ticularly widespread problem in the Republic of
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Turkey. I have been encouraged by the will-
ingness of some public leaders, such as par-
liamentarian Emre Kocaoglu, to acknowledge
the breadth and depth of the problem. Ac-
knowledging the existence of torture must
surely be part of any effort to eradicate this
abuse in Turkey.

I was therefore deeply disappointed by re-
ports that 18 women, who at a conference last
year publicly described the rape and other
forms of torture meted out by police, are now
facing charges of ‘‘insulting and raising sus-
picions about Turkish security forces.’’ This is,
of course, more than just a question of the
right to free speech—a right clearly violated by
these criminal charges. As one conference
participant said, ‘‘I am being victimized a sec-
ond time.’’ Turkey cannot make the problem of
torture go away by bringing charges against
the victims of torture, by persecuting the doc-
tors who treat torture victims, or by trying to si-
lence the journalists, human rights activists,
and even members of Turkey’s own par-
liament who seek to shed light on this dark
comer. The charges against these 18 women
undermine the credibility of the Turkish Gov-
ernment’s assertion that it is truly seeking to
end the practice of torture and hope these
charges will be dropped.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to draw at-
tention to the case of Abner Louima in New
York, whose case has come to light again in
recent weeks. In 1997, Abner Louima was
brutally, and horrifically tortured by police offi-
cials; he will suffer permanent injuries for the
rest of his life because of the damage inflicted
in a single evening. Eventually, New York City
police officer Justin Volpe pleaded guilty and
is serving a 30-year sentence for his crimes.
Another officer was also found guilty of partici-
pating in the assault and four other officers
were convicted of lying to authorities about
what happened. On July 12, Abner Louima
settled the civil suit he had brought against
New York City and its police union.

There has been no shortage of ink to de-
scribe the $7.125 million that New York City
will pay to Mr. Louima and the unprecedented
settlement by the police union, which agreed
to pay an additional $1.625 million. What is
perhaps most remarkable in this case is that
Mr. Louima had reached agreement on the fi-
nancial terms of this settlement months ago.
He spent the last 8 months of his settlement
negotiations seeking changes in the proce-
dures followed when allegations of police
abuse are made.

As the Louima case illustrated, there is no
OSCE participating State, even one with long
democratic traditions and many safeguards in
place, that is completely free from police
abuse. Of course, I certainly don’t want to
leave the impression that the problems of all
OSCE countries are more or less alike—they
are not. The magnitude of the use of torture
in Turkey and the use of torture as a means
of political repression in Uzbekistan unfortu-
nately distinguish those countries from others.
But every OSCE participating State has an ob-
ligation to prevent and punish torture and
other forms of police abuse and I believe
every OSCE country should do more.

IN HONOR OF THE LAKE CITY
PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH’S 125TH
ANNIVERSARY

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, today I would
like to recognize the Lake City Presbyterian
Church. The Lake City Presbyterian Church
celebrated its 125th anniversary last month,
making it the oldest church in Colorado that
still utilizes its original building.

Lake City’s Community Presbyterian
Church, originally called Lake City’s First Pres-
byterian Church, was started in 1876 with an
organizational meeting in Del Norte, Colorado.
Reverend Alexander Darley had scoured the
area months before looking for Presbyterians
and related religious groups to justify his idea
to make Lake City the home to the first Pres-
byterian Church on the Western Slope of the
Continental Divide. According to the church’s
historical record, Rev. Darley went to every
house and tent within six miles of Lake City to
acquire names for his petition. After the meet-
ing in June of 1876, a piece of land was se-
cured for the 24’x40’ frame where the church
was to be built. Construction began in August,
and by the end of October the church was
completed. The estimated cost of the church
was $2,100.

Rev. Darling was officially ordained as the
minister in 1877, and served Lake City for
three years before taking leave. Throughout
the years, many ministers have taken the pul-
pit, including a tape recorder for the winter
months of the 1940’s and 1950’s that filled in
the gaps between the summer student min-
isters that traveled to Lake City. The member-
ship has also fluctuated reaching a high in
1889 of 132 members to its current member-
ship of 84. Many stories accompany the well-
kept historical records of the church, and on
June 24, 2001 many community members
gathered to reminisce about the beautiful old
church.

One hundred and twenty-five years is a
milestone, and that is why Mr. Speaker, I ask
Congress to recognize the oldest church in the
state of Colorado. It is an honor to have that
distinction, and I salute the members of the
Lake City Community Presbyterian Church for
continuing its lasting tradition.

f

THE RIM OF THE VALLEY
CORRIDOR STUDY

HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to in-
troduce H.R. 2715, the Rim of the Valley Cor-
ridor Study Act, directing the Secretary of the
Interior to study the feasibility of expanding the
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation
Area to include the mountains and canyons in
Southern California that are part of the Rim of
the Valley Corridor designated by the State of
California.

For many families, the mountains above our
communities are a nearby haven to enjoy na-
ture, a refuge from the noise and commotion

of Los Angeles. The National Park Service
oversees the highly successful Santa Monica
Mountains National Recreation Area, the
world’s largest urban park, spanning from the
mountains to the sea and protected in per-
petuity by Congress in 1978. In the Santa
Monica Mountains, Park Service rangers work
with state and local authorities and community
groups on conservation and recreation
projects.

I am introducing the Rim of the Valley Cor-
ridor Study Act in an effort to bring back fed-
eral resources and expertise to the mountains
above the San Fernando, La Crescenta, Santa
Clarita, Simi and Conejo valleys as well as the
famed Arroyo Seco canyon, home of Pasa-
dena’s Rose Bowl. Our mountains can and
should be places where city-dwellers can eas-
ily go to enjoy such activities as hiking, camp-
ing, mountain biking, horseback riding, observ-
ing wildlife or even just to admire nature’s sce-
nic beauty, up close or afar from our commu-
nities.

The Secretary of the Interior would complete
the study within one to three years, consulting
an advisory committee of representatives of
the Los Angeles Mayor, Los Angeles County
Supervisors, Ventura County Supervisors, and
City Councils of Thousand Oaks, Agoura Hills,
Westlake Village, Malibu, Calabasas, Burbank,
Glendale, La Canada Flintridge, Pasadena,
South Pasadena, Sierra Madre, Santa Clarita,
Moorpark, as well as others. It would then be
necessary for Congress to enact subsequent
legislation to implement the recommendations
of the study.

I am pleased to report that this legislation
has bipartisan support. With Reps. HOWARD
BERMAN, DAVID DREIER, ELTON GALLEGLY,
HOWARD ‘‘BUCK’’ MCKEON, BRAD SHERMAN and
HILDA SOLIS as principal cosponsors of the
Rim of the Valley Corridor Study Act, every
Member of Congress whose district includes
portions of the Rim of the Valley Corridor is
supporting the legislation. It is my hope that
the Rim of the Valley Corridor Study Act will
result in an initiative creating a lasting legacy
of nearby natural open space for our chil-
dren—and their children—to enjoy.

f

WILLIAM E. LEONARD TRIBUTE—
INTERCHANGE NAMED IN HIS
HONOR

HON. KEN CALVERT
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to a most exceptional California In-
land Empire community leader, friend and
great American—William E. Leonard—who will
be recognized for his work in transportation
with the upcoming dedication and grand-open-
ing of the interchange between the 210 free-
way and the 15 interstate highway.

Calvin Coolidge, America’s 13th President,
once said, ‘‘No person was ever honored for
what he received; honor has been the reward
for what he gave.’’ And Bill Leonard has given
much during his years of public and commu-
nity service.

A member of the California State Highway
Commission from 1973 to 1977 and the Cali-
fornia Transportation Commission from 1985
to 1993, Bill Leonard has made a great impact
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in a short amount of time upon Inland Empire
and Californian transportation needs. I can
think of no other more fitting tribute to Bill
Leonard than the dedication of this vital inter-
change given his many years of service in the
field of transportation infrastructure.

Bill Leonard began his professional career
when he joined his father at Leonard Realty &
Building Company in San Bernardino, after
leaving the United States Army (1943–1946)
where he rose to the rank of First Lieutenant.
He earned a bachelors degree in Business
Administration from the University of California
at Berkeley in 1944. From the family business,
Bill Leonard developed, owned and operated a
variety of real estate, management and devel-
opment services throughout the Inland Empire.
And from 1956 to 1958 he served as a mem-
ber of California’s Athletic Commission.

In the community, Bill Leonard has been
equally involved and giving. He is a member
and past director of the San Bernardino Area
Chamber of Commerce, member and past
president of the San Bernardino Host Lions,
founding member and president of Inland Ac-
tion, Inc. and a member of the National Or-
ange Show Board of Directors, which he has
served as President and Chairman of the
Board of Governors. Additionally he has
served on the San Bernardino Valley Board of
Realtors, San Bernardino College Foundation,
St. Bernadine’s Hospital Foundation and Uni-
versity of California at Riverside Foundation.

Bill Leonard has been honored numerous
times over the years for his outstanding public
and community service, including the Boy
Scouts of America Inland Empire Council’s
Distinguished Citizens Award, Valley Group’s
Award for Excellence in Infrastructure, and
more. The Interchange Dedication is a proud
addition to this list.

Mr. Speaker, Bill Leonard has dedicated his
life to public and community service. An Amer-
ican whose talents have bettered the lives of
those living in the Inland Empire and Cali-
fornia. It is an honor for me today to join in his
recognition—the new Interchange bears a
proud and distinguished name.

f

CALIFORNIA NEIGHBORWORKS

HON. EDWARD R. ROYCE
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ap-
plaud the efforts of Freddie Mac, California
Bank and Trust (CB&T), Impact Community
Capital, Neighborhood Housing Services of
Orange County (NHSOC) and the California
Housing Loan Insurance Fund (CaHLIF), for
launching a unique new statewide public-pri-
vate homeownership initiative called California
NeighborWorks. California Neighborworks was
designed to help address California’s afford-
able housing crisis. Every American dreams of
owning a home, but because of skyrocketing
home prices in California, that dream has un-
fortunately become unattainable for many hard
working Californian families. In Orange County
alone, home prices have appreciated by a
staggering 45 percent since 1995.

All the partners involved should be com-
mended for creating an innovative and pro-
gressive program that is responsive to the
mortgage needs of Californians. This initiative

will help prospective homebuyers achieve their
goals by reducing initial out-of-pocket costs by
as much as 80 percent. That means that indi-
viduals and families that lack the cash to
make a large downpayment can take advan-
tage of California NeighborWorks to bridge the
financial gap.

This program also helps families with past
credit issues by providing them with coun-
seling from Neighborhood Housing Services,
giving them a better education about their
credit, their finances and the home buying
process. And all of this is achieved without
burdening taxpayers. Instead, NeighborWorks
relies on a collaborative effort between the pri-
vate sector and non-profit partners to meet the
needs of potential homeowners in Orange
County and in California.

Providing new ways to get hard working in-
dividuals and families into their own homes is
truly a worthy objective. It makes them feel
good about themselves and about the commu-
nity they live in. I look forward to seeing more
initiatives like this one in California and to
working with the NeighborWorks partners in
the future.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE CECILIA
HSUI–YA CHANG

HON. DAVID WU
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I rise to express my
condolences to the family and friends of
Cecilia Hsui-Ya Chang, also known as Cecilia
Yu, upon her passing.

Cecilia Chang was born in 1919 in Tienjing
of Hopei Province, near Bejing. She began her
literary career very early. Her essays and
poems were published in various Chinese lit-
erary magazines and newspapers when she
was in junior high school. In her second year
of high school, she published her first book.

Cecilia Chang studied western languages at
the Fu-Jen Catholic University in Beijing at the
beginning of the Sino-Japanese war. After she
graduated from the Department of Foreign
Languages and Literature, she studied history
as a graduate student and became a sea-
soned editor for Fu-Jen Catholic University’s
literature journal. Because of the ongoing war,
she moved to Chungking and worked as the
editor of the Literary Edition at the Social Wel-
fare Daily News of Chungking and the Na-
tional Catholic Newspaper (‘‘YI-Shi Pao’’) at
the age of 24. After WWII, she returned to
Beijing to teach as an instructor at Fu-Jen
Catholic University.

In 1949, she moved to Taiwan and taught
as a professor of the English Department at
Providence University in Taichung, Taiwan. In
1965, she began her tenure as professor of lit-
erature and translation at Fu-Jen Catholic Uni-
versity School of Literature. She continued to
teach at Fu-Jen for 17 years.

Altogether, Cecilia Chang has written and
published 82 books in Chinese, some of which
have been translated into English, Korean,
and French. Her works have been published
and widely read in Taiwan, Hong Kong, Main-
land China, Malaysia, and Singapore. Institu-
tions and libraries throughout the world, in-
cluding the Library of Congress and the Cen-
tral Library of the Republic of China have col-

lected her literary work. Students in China and
Taiwan now read her prose and poetry in their
textbooks and standard reading.

Throughout her life, Cecilia Chang received
many honors and awards, among them, the
prestigious Chung Shan Literary Award in
1968; the Distinguished Alumni Award from
Taipei Catholic University; the China Literary
Society Award; the National Sun Yat Sen Cul-
tural Foundation Literature Award; the Wom-
en’s Union Long Poetry Award; and the Life-
long Contributor in Literature Award from the
Chinese Literary Society of Taipei on May 4,
2001.

Cecilia Chang came to the United Sates
seven years ago to live in Southern California.
She was married to the late Philip Yu and is
survived by one son, Justin Yu of New York
City, one daughter, Theresa Yeh of Los Ange-
les, and four grandchildren, Rosemary and
Pauline Yu and Paul and David Yeh.

f

HONORING CALVARY CHILDREN’S
HOME, COBB COUNTY, GEORGIA

HON. BOB BARR
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, Rev.
Snyder Turner is an untiring servant to the
needy children of Cobb County, Georgia. Rev.
Turner’s greatest accomplishment is that he
has managed Calvary Children’s Home since
1971. Rev. Turner has received numerous
awards and widespread recognition for his
work with children. His commitment to pro-
viding a haven for disadvantaged children
makes him an invaluable asset to Cobb Coun-
ty and surrounding communities.

Calvary Children’s Home provides long-term
care for abused, abandoned, and underprivi-
leged children. The home has operated in
Cobb County since 1966, and has continually
expanded its ability to care for even more chil-
dren. In 1997, Calvary moved to a new loca-
tion in Powder Springs. This new facility al-
lows the Home to care for 20 to 30 children
at one time. Calvary Children’s Home provides
care to children for as long as they need it;
there is no age at which care must stop.

This year marks the 30th anniversary of
Rev. Turner’s leadership at Calvary Children’s
Home. I would like to extend to Rev. Turner
my admiration for his work with the children of
Cobb County. I hope Rev. Turner’s work and
dedication to his community continues for
many years to come.

f

INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT:
RIGHT TO LIFE ACT

HON. DUNCAN HUNTER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, today I am in-
troducing legislation that, if passed, will once
and for all protect our unborn children from
harm. Over 1.3 million abortions are per-
formed in the United States each year and
over 38 million have been performed since
abortion was legalized in 1973. This is a na-
tional tragedy. It is the duty of all Americans
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to protect our children—born and unborn. This
bill, the Right to Life Act, would provide blan-
ket protection to all unborn children from the
moment of conception.

In 1973, the United States Supreme Court,
in the landmark case of Roe v. Wade, refused
to determine when human life begins and
therefore found nothing to indicate that the un-
born are persons protected by the Fourteenth
Amendment. In the decision, however, the
Court did concede that, ‘‘If the suggestion of
personhood is established, the appellants’’
case, of course, collapses, for the fetus’ right
to life would be guaranteed specifically by the
Amendment.’’ Considering Congress has the
constitutional authority to uphold the Four-
teenth Amendment, coupled by the fact that
the Court admitted that if personhood were to
be established, the unborn would be pro-
tected, it can be concluded that we have the
authority to determine when life begins.

The Right to Life Act does what the Su-
preme Court refused to do in Roe v. Wade
and recognizes the personhood of the unborn
for the purpose of enforcing four important
provisions in the Constitution: (1) Sec. I of the
Fourteenth Amendment prohibiting states from
depriving any person of life; (2) Sec. 5 of the
Fourteenth Amendment providing Congress
the power to enforce, by appropriate legisla-
tion, the provision of this amendment; (3) the
due process clause of the Fifth Amendment,
which concurrently prohibits the federal gov-
ernment from depriving any person of life; and
(4) Article 1, Section 8, giving Congress the
power to make laws necessary and proper to
enforce all powers in the Constitution.

This legislation will protect millions of future
children by prohibiting any state or federal law
that denies the personhood of the unborn,
thereby effectively overturning Roe v. Wade.

We have had some recent successes in
protecting our preborn including the passage
of the Unborn Victims of Violence Act and the
Human Cloning Prohibition Act, as well as the
introduction of the Born-Alive Infants Protec-
tion Act. These bills recognize the unborn
child as a human and provide protection to the
fetus. Because I firmly believe that life begins
at conception and that the preborn child de-
serves all the rights and protections afforded
an American citizen, I support these pieces of
legislation. The Right to Life Act will finally put
our unborn children on the same legal footing
as all other persons. I hope my colleagues will
join me in support of this important effort.

f

THE GREATEST SHOWMAN ON
EARTH

HON. DAN MILLER
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, ‘‘La-
dies and gentlemen, boys and girls of all ages,
welcome to the greatest show on earth! The
Ringling Brothers and Barnum and Bailey Cir-
cus is proud to present Gunther Gebel-Wil-
liams.’’

These words were spoken all across the
world for the past quarter of a century reach-
ing the ears of an estimated 200 million peo-
ple, introducing the greatest animal trainer that
has ever lived. Gunther Gebel-Williams has
recently passed away, but his memory will live

on in the minds of the millions of men, women
and children that came to see this amazing
man and his dangerous performances. There
were 1,500 people that attended his funeral to
pay their respects in his adopted home town
of Venice.

Gunther Gebel-Williams began his career at
the age of 12 in WWII Germany and he later
joined the Barnum and Bailey Circus in 1968
only to make his first American debut on Jan.
6, 1969. From that first debut in 1969 until his
last in 1989 he never missed a show, totaling
12,000 consecutive performances. Kenneth
Feld memorialized Gunther Gebel-Williams by
saying ‘‘He was unlike any performer any-
where. When he entered the circus arena,
whether caring a Roman Post on galloping
horses or atop an elephant, every eye was al-
ways on him until he left the floor.’’ When
Gunther Gebel-Williams was not performing
he would often put on a pair of his old boots
and help to sweep the floor.

He loved and cared for the animals like a
father. At Gunther’s funeral Dr. Richard Houch
a retired veterinarian, told the audience of his
devotion to animals stating, ‘‘He would watch
baby tigers and leopards playing to figure out
what they could do best in the act. He knew
the personality, disposition and idiosyncrasies
of every animal.’’ He was an amazing man
who was not only loved by the animals but
also by his fans and friends. I believe that the
world has lost a legend and my congressional
district a good citizen. He will be missed great-
ly.

f

INTRODUCTION OF MEDICARE
REGULATORY AND CON-
TRACTING REFORM ACT OF 2001

HON. NANCY L. JOHNSON
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speak-
er, today I rise to introduce the bipartisan
Medicare Regulatory and Contracting Reform
Act of 2001. Over the past several months, I
have been working closely with PETE STARK,
Ranking Member of the Ways and Means
Health Subcommittee, to assemble this much
needed package. This legislation is the prod-
uct of months of bipartisan consultation with
health care providers and with the Department
of Health and Human Services. Our bill will go
a long way toward alleviating the burden of
unreasonable and unnecessary regulatory pa-
perwork from the nation’s doctors and other
health care providers.

I am pleased that every member of the
Health Subcommittee has decided to join me
and Congressman STARK in introducing this
important legislation, along with several of our
colleagues from the full committee. This inter-
est tells us that Members of Congress are
hearing from doctors, from home health work-
ers, from hospital administrators, from nursing
home aides that change is needed. Good
health care is about patients, not paperwork.
America’s health care providers must be freed
from the flood of forms.

My Subcommittee has been taking a serious
and honest look at the problems of providers
throughout the year. And I have to tell you—
the problems are real. At a hearing in March,
Susan Wilson of the Visiting Nurses’ Associa-

tion of Central Connecticut testified about how
difficult it is for a provider to respond to a
technical denial of a claim. For example, a pa-
tient must be homebound in order to be enti-
tled to benefits. A physician must certify, in
writing, that the patient meets the homebound
requirement. However, if the certification is not
signed and dated prior to billing for coverage,
a claim denial is issued. At this point, a pro-
vider has to pursue a formal appeal. Our bill
requires the development of a system to allow
easy corrections of technical problems with
claims without having to go through the ap-
peals process—saving time for providers and
for the appeals system.

At a recent meeting of my Subcommittee,
Congressman CAMP told us that he spent an
afternoon working in one of his local doctors’
offices, filling out the forms that need to be
completed before Medicare can be billed for a
health care service. He was confronted with
several books, each as large as a phone
book, that needed to be consulted in order to
properly code the claim. It just should not be
that difficult.

I have visited a wide cross section of Con-
necticut’s health care providers—and they
raise a common theme with me. They are
frustrated. These are good people who want
to take care of the patients they see. And yet
they are inundated by forms, requirements,
second-guessing, and heavy handed over-
sight. We have to take action, or we run the
risk of driving from the Medicare program the
very providers we need to ensure that seniors
have access to high quality care.

An eye physician from Torrington Con-
necticut contacted me earlier this year to ex-
press his frustration with a system that sub-
jected him, in his words, ‘‘to a star-chamber
proceeding . . . for the crime of serving the
elderly.’’ This is unacceptable. We must act.

My bill will diminish the paperwork load re-
quired to meet complex and technical regu-
latory requirements and immediately free up
for patient care time that providers now spend
completing and filing federal forms. Specifi-
cally, my bill streamlines the regulatory proc-
ess, enhances education and technical assist-
ance for doctors and other health care pro-
viders, and protects the rights of providers in
the audit and recovery process to ensure that
the repayment process is fair and open. At the
same time, the bill has been carefully de-
signed to protect ongoing and necessary ef-
forts to reduce waste, fraud and abuse from
the Medicare program.

In addition, under this bill, the Secretary is
given the tools to manage Medicare program
operations competitively and efficiently. For
the first time, the new Centers for Medicare
and Medicaid Services will be able to contract
with the best entities available to process
claims, make payments and answer questions.
And the Secretary will be free to promote
quality through incentives for the Medicare Ad-
ministrative Contractors to provide outstanding
service to seniors and health care providers.

The bill includes a section I am particularly
excited about that will create a demonstration
program designed to make intense and tar-
geted technical assistance available to small
health care providers. This demonstration will
offer technical experts to work with small pro-
viders on a voluntary basis to evaluate sys-
tems for compliance and suggest more effi-
cient or more effective means of operating
their documentation and billing systems. This
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demonstration is modeled on successful work
undertaken by the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration to promote compliance
with complicated requirements. Through this
demonstration, we are going to help small pro-
viders overwhelmed by the complexity of
Medicare’s rules by showing them what they
need to do to comply.

We also create an ombudsman to help pro-
viders solve problems they encounter with the
Medicare program. Too many doctors tell us
that they operate in fear of making an inno-
cent error and ending up with the very viability
of their practice in jeopardy. We need to
change that mind set—Medicare should help
providers comply with rules—it shouldn’t drive
them away from the system.

Passage of the Johnson-Stark bill will take
a long step toward making that goal a reality.
I look forward to working with my colleagues
and with the Administration to see our bill be-
come law this year.

f

CLEAN WATER USERS
PROTECTION ACT

HON. C.L. ‘‘BUTCH’’ OTTER
OF IDAHO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. OTTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to in-
troduce the ‘‘Clean Water Users Protection
Act.’’ This bill provides that plaintiffs under the
Clean Water Act must post a bond for their
opponents’ legal fees before filing a case. Or-
dinary farmers, small businessmen, rural
counties and school districts have all become
targets for zealots who place their own inter-
pretation of the law before the interests of
rural America. My act will ensure that only le-
gitimate lawsuits are brought under the Clean
Water Act.

Congress established Clean Water Act cit-
izen suits in the 1970’s to ensure that each
citizen would have a voice in making sure that
our environment remained clean. Unfortu-
nately, the process was corrupted by those
who want to destroy private enterprise and
line their pockets in the process. The Talent Ir-
rigation District is a perfect example. In that
case a radical environmental group challenged
a commonly used, federally regulated herbi-
cide as violating the Clean Water Act. A lower
court rejected their suit, and rightfully so. The
9th Circuit Court ruled, against nearly 30 years
of precedent to the contrary, that aquatic her-
bicides are also covered by the Clean Water
Act. Every irrigator in the United States now
faces the prospect of losing their farms or
going to jail. Had the plaintiff in the case been
forced to post a bond, perhaps they would
have thought twice before filing their suit.

The Clean Water Users Protection Act does
not change any obligation under the Clean
Water Act. It does not reduce the remediation
and/or penalties that can be ordered if viola-
tions of the Clean Water Act are found. It will,
however, reduce the incentives for frivolous
suits to be filed. It will restrain the impulse for
mercenary lawyers to set up shop in the guise
of caring for the environment. The Sacramento
Bee recently ran a series of articles about the
immense amounts of money that flow into the
pockets of lawyers performing such ‘‘citizen-
suits.’’ They reported that the government paid
out $31.6 million in plaintiffs attorneys fees for

434 environmental cases during the 1990’s.
Businesses, farmers, and local governments
have paid an untold amount more. My bill will
stop the flow of dollars away from environ-
mental protection and into lawyers pockets
while protecting the honest men and women
who live in, care for, and make their living
from the beautiful Western states we call
home.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2002

SPEECH OF

HON. JERROLD NADLER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 30, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 2620) making ap-
propriations for the Departments of Vet-
erans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment and for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and of-
fices for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes,

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of the Rangel amendment to the Fiscal
Year 2002 VA–HUD Appropriations bill which
would eliminate funding used to implement the
community service requirement for residents
of public housing.

The community service requirement
amounts to nothing more than an attack on
those who are poor. Granted, residents of
public housing do receive a benefit from the
government—a benefit Congress began pro-
viding almost a century ago, because it under-
stood that despite their hard-work, parents
could not meet the basic needs of their fami-
lies.

But instead of proactively addressing the
factors that cause people to need public hous-
ing in the first place—lack of jobs, low wages,
poor education—and helping them to escape
the vicious cycle of poverty, we just add to
their hardships and label them as
undeserving. With these community service
requirements, we’re essentially saying to
them, ‘‘Earn your keep or else.’’

If we followed this logic and made every
American earn their keep, then we would de-
mand CEO’s of nuclear power companies,
who receive millions of dollars from the gov-
ernment to subsidize their liability insurance—
far more than the meager cost of a public
housing unit—to hand out sandwiches at the
church soup kitchen. We would demand
heads of pharmaceutical companies who, year
after year, get billions of dollars in tax breaks,
to be candy stripers at the local hospital.

But do we demand those things? Of course
not. Because those are the people who do-
nate to our campaign war chests.

If we followed this logic, we would demand
the suburban couple, who got a tax break
when they bought their first home, to scrub
graffiti off the wall at the subway station. We
would demand the farmer, who received a
subsidy when his crops were damaged in last
summer’s drought, to pick up litter along the
highway.

But do we demand those things? Of course
not. Because those people aren’t poor. And in
Congress, we only like to make things difficult
for those who are poor.

For the last decade, every time that poverty
issues come before the House, my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle, proclaim the
words, ‘‘personal responsibility.’’ I challenge
my colleagues to hold themselves to that
same standard. Take responsibility for your
own actions. Admit that provisions like this are
only intended to demonize those who are
poor. Don’t hide behind the falsehood that this
community service requirement will somehow
alleviate the problems of those living in public
housing. Acknowledge that your failure to offer
serious solutions has only exacerbated their
problems.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to vote
for the Rangel amendment and encourage
them to support initiatives that will actually im-
prove the situation of those struggling to make
ends meet.

f

TRIBUTE TO RUDY ABBOTT

HON. BOB RILEY
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. RILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay

tribute to Rudy Abbott, the head baseball
coach of Jacksonville State University, Jack-
sonville, Alabama, for 31 years.

Coach Abbott retired this year after a re-
markable career. He is the 29th coach in
NCAA history to win 1,000 games and was
the winningest coach in Alabama collegiate
sports history. Among the highlights of his
coaching career are the fact that he led the
Jacksonville State Gamecocks to back-to-back
NCAA Division II National Championships in
1990 and 1991 and was named the NCAA Di-
vision ‘‘Coach of the Year’’ in both years. He
guided five teams to the Gulf South Con-
ference titles and earned Gulf South Con-
ference ‘‘Coach of the Year’’ on seven dif-
ferent occasions. He captured eleven Gulf
South Conference Division crowns and took
seven teams to championships and NCAA Di-
vision II World Series berths.

Such a record is all the more remarkable
when you learn the ‘‘rest of the story’’ that he
only got into collegiate coaching by chance.
Following graduation from a junior college in
Mississippi, Coach Abbott had returned home
to Anniston, Alabama, and landed a job as
sports writer for The Anniston Star. In 1964,
he became the Sports Information Director at
Jacksonville State, and in 1970, he asked to
step in as Baseball Coach for a temporary pe-
riod of time due to the illness of the perma-
nent coach. He stayed for 31 years.

It is said that the measure of a man is the
influence he has on the lives of others. Over
his thirty years in coaching, it is almost impos-
sible to imagine how many lives Coach Abbott
has affected. On a professional level, he
coached 24 All Americans and over 75 of his
players have gone on to the professional
ranks. But more important is what he has
done for Jacksonville State University and its
athletic department and its student athletes
and its student body. I salute Coach Abbott at
the end of his baseball coaching career and
wish him and his family the very best in the fu-
ture.
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CONCERN-REGARDING BUSINESS
OWNERS AND THEIR EMPLOYEES

HON. CORRINE BROWN
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker and
fellow Members of Congress, I want to alert
you to a matter of concern that I have regard-
ing business owners and their employees, par-
ticularly small business owners, within our
country. This problem has been told to me by
some of my constituents and is a problem
about which business owners throughout the
country have written to you.

We are a nation that is built upon the rule
of law. This has assured a system of account-
ability for our conduct as individuals, busi-
nesses and institutions. Congress, as elected
representatives, meets and acts to improve
and refine the system in order to protect the
people and their property. The foundation as
framed by our nation’s founders in the Con-
stitution is the concept of due process and the
right thereof. We each have the assurance
that the law protects our person and property
from libelous, slanderous, and otherwise tor-
tuous interference with our reputation or busi-
ness. Unfortunately, I have learned that we
have within our country a private organization
that with the appearance of being quasi-gov-
ernmental and without any legal or regulatory
oversight and control can libel and slander
and tortuously interfere with a small business.
They can do so with virtual immunity. This or-
ganization is the National Better Business Bu-
reau and their franchise local Better Business
Bureaus. At times, some of these bureaus
classify small business owners as unsatisfac-
tory, libel and slander them with opinion and
innuendo, and provide them no due process to
correct the problem. If sued in court, they
argue qualified immunity under the guise of
the public good. No one disputes the right of
a Better Business Bureau to print facts. It is
when they print falsehoods, opinion, or nega-
tive innuendo that a mechanism for redress or
correction must be assured.

When closely examined, however, one finds
that there are Better Business Bureaus that
arbitrarily and capriciously exclude and nega-
tively classify those they don’t like. They also
frequently rate companies with terrible records
as being satisfactory. No written guidelines or
rules are available that require the Better Busi-
ness Bureau to adhere to any legal standard
in their dealings with business. (With the inter-
net, the conduct of one local Better Business
Bureau is then taken as true and disseminated
everywhere.) The Better Business Bureaus
also charge money for these reports. They
make money without responsibility for how
they make it. Why are they above the law and
other businesses?

On a first-hand basis, I recently inquired of
the National Better Business Bureau regarding
the process and I was met with hostility and
rebuke. Prominent members of my community
who tried to ascertain information about how
to redress a concern with a local Better Busi-
ness Bureau were hung up on by senior rank-
ing National Better Business Bureau employ-
ees.

The process I have described is not in the
public’s best interest. It is not appropriate for
us to allow our business owners and their em-

ployees, the men and women who make our
country strong, to be exposed to this arbitrary
and capricious process. A right to redress the
actions of the Better Business Bureau when li-
belous, slanderous, arbitrary, or capricious ac-
tion is apparent is a fundamental right we
must insure. Thank you.

f

ENSURE FAIR WAGES AND DUE
PROCESS FOR DAY LABORERS

HON. LUIS V. GUTIERREZ
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing the ‘‘Day Laborer Fairness and
Protection Act,’’ a bill to ensure fair wages and
due process for day laborers.

Day laborers are individuals who are hired
by agencies to work on a day-to-day basis for
employers who pay for the services of tem-
porary laborers. Day labor is not of a clerical
or professional nature. Most day laborers per-
form construction, warehouse, restaurant, jani-
torial, landscaping or light industrial work—
often taking home far less than the minimum
wage.

In the absence of federal guidelines, day la-
borers are often subjected to long, unpaid
wait-periods before being assigned to a job.
Commonly, these workers also face dan-
gerous working conditions and are paid lower
wages than full-time workers performing the
same or similar jobs. Further, day laborers are
frequently charged high (often undisclosed)
fees for on-the-job meals, transportation to
and from job sites and special attire and safe-
ty equipment necessary for jobs. Some agen-
cies even ask workers to sign waivers in case
they are injured on the job.

Partially due to these unfair labor conditions,
many day laborers are caught in a cycle of
poverty. A recent study by the University of Illi-
nois Center for Urban Economic Development
found that 65 percent of 510 surveyed day la-
borers receive $5.15 per hour. Taking into
consideration the number of hours spent wait-
ing to be assigned to work (often between 1.5
and three hours), the real value per hour of
work is reduced to less than about four dollars
per hour. This low figure does not reflect
transportation and food and equipment fees,
which are often deducted from day laborers’
wages.

To address these problems, this Act re-
quires day laborer wages that are equal to
those paid to permanent employees who are
performing substantially equivalent work, with
consideration given to seniority, experience,
skills & qualifications. Also, it mandates wages
for job assignment wait-times lasting more
than thirty minutes. Such wages shall be at a
rate that is not less than federal or state min-
imum wages. Further, it requires itemized
statements showing deductions made from
day laborers’ wages. Finally, it mandates that
when a day laborer is hurt on the job, the em-
ployer who has requested the services of the
day laborer provide for coverage of health
care costs.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this pro-labor legislation.

ARTICLE BY FORMER SEC. BILL
RICHARDSON REGARDING
KAZAKHSTAN

HON. JULIA CARSON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, an

article published in The Washington Times of
Monday, July 30, 2001, by Mr. Bill Richardson,
has especially impressed me. While world at-
tention focuses on major nations, Mr. Richard-
son reminds us of the strategic importance of
a lesser-known, but truly significant nation,
Kazakhstan.

We remember Bill Richardson as a former
member of this body; as our nation’s Ambas-
sador to the United Nations; and, as Secretary
of Energy, all excellent credentials for his inci-
sive assessment and powerful reminder of the
critical geopolitical importance of Kazakhstan,
bounded by Russia, China and Iran, and the
enormous store of energy it holds for the
world.

I commend the article and urge that my col-
leagues give it their attention.

[The Washington Times, Published 7/30/01]
CRAZY FOR KAZAKHSTAN

(By Bill Richardson)
As secretary of energy and ambassador to

the United Nations during the Clinton ad-
ministration, I traveled three times to
Kazakhstan to underscore the importance of
this key Central Asian country to U.S. inter-
ests. Of all the countries rising from the
ashes of the Soviet Union, few offer the
promise of Kazakhstan. In terms of both eco-
nomic potential and political stability,
Kazakhstan is critical to the long-term suc-
cess of the Central Asian nations. The Bush
administration should continue our policy of
engaging Kazakhstan to ensure that this key
country moves towards the Western orbit
and adopts continued market and political
reforms.

From its independence from the Soviet
Union in 1991 to the present, Kazak leaders
have made the difficult and controversial de-
cisions necessary to bring their country into
the 21st century. In May 1992, President
Nursultan Nazarbayev announced that
Kazakhstan would unilaterally disarm all of
its nuclear weapons. In the aftermath of the
Soviet Union’s collapse, Kazakhstan was left
with the fourth-largest nuclear arsenal in
the world, a tempting target for terrorists
and other extremists. Mr. Nazarbayev’s cou-
rageous decision to disarm in the face of op-
position from Islamic nationalists and po-
tential regional instability was one of the
fundamental building blocks that have al-
lowed Kazakhstan to emerge as a strong, sta-
ble nation and a leader in Central Asia. Then
President George Bush hailed the decision as
‘‘a momentous stride toward peace and sta-
bility.’’

Since that time, Central Asia has become
an increasingly complex region. Russia is re-
emerging from its post-Soviet economic cri-
ses and is actively looking for both economic
opportunities in Central Asia as well as to
secure its political influence over the region.
China is rapidly expanding its economic
power and political influence in the region.
Iran, despite recent progress made by mod-
erate elements in the government, is still a
state sponsor of terrorism and is actively
working to develop weapons of mass destruc-
tion. Many of the other former Soviet repub-
lics have become havens for religious ex-
tremists, terrorists, drug cartels and transit
points for smugglers of all kind.
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In the center of this conflict and insta-

bility Kazakhstan has begun to prosper by
working to build a modern economy, devel-
oping its vast natural resources and pro-
viding a base of stability in a very uncertain
part of the world. With the discovery of the
massive Kashagan oil field in the Kazak por-
tion of the Caspian Sea, Kazakhstan is
polseci to become a major supplier of petro-
leum to the Western world and a competitor
to Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries (OPEC). It is critical that we con-
tinue to facilitate western companies’ in-
vestment in Kazakhstan and the establish-
ment of secure, east-west pipeline routes for
Kazak oil. This is the only way for
Kazakhstan to loosen ’its dependence on
Russia for transit rights for its oil and gas
and secure additional, much needed, oil for
the world market.

American policy in the region must be
based on the complex geopolitics of Central
Asia and provide the support required to en-
able these countries to reach their economic
potential. We must continue to give top pri-
ority to the development of Kazakhstan’s oil
and gas industries and to the establishment
of east-west transportation corridors for Cas-
pian oil and gas. We must also remain com-
mitted to real support for local political
leadership, fostering rule of law and eco-
nomic reforms and to helping mitigate and
solve the lingering ethnic and nationalistic
conflicts in the region. Only through mean-
ingful and substantial cooperation with
Kazakhstan, will we be able to realize these
goals.

There are many challenges ahead for
Kazakhstan, but there are enormous oppor-
tunities for economic and political progress.
Mr. Nazarbayev has taken advantage of
Kazakhstan’s stability to begin transforming
its economy from the old Soviet form—
giant, state-owned industries and collective
grain farms—into a modem, market-based
economy. We have much at stake in this de-
velopment. Will Kazakhstan become a true
market-oriented democracy, or will it slip
into economic stagnation and ethnic vio-
lence like so many of its neighbors? The sta-
bility of Central Asia and the Caucasus de-
pends on how Kazakhstan chooses to move
forward. The United States must do its part
to enhance U.S.-Kazakhstan cooperation and
encourage prosperity and stability for the
entire region.

f

IN HONOR OF ED AND LYNN
HOGAN

HON. ELTON GALLEGLY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor
my close friends Ed and Lynn Hogan: suc-
cessful entrepreneurs and philanthropists who
have seen and changed the world together
and who will celebrate their 50th wedding an-
niversary on August 13, 2001.

Ed’s and Lynn’s accomplishments are nu-
merous and far-reaching. In 1959, they
opened Pleasant Travel Service in Point
Pleasant, New Jersey. Three years later, they
moved their four children and the business to
Southern California to better serve clients
wishing to visit Hawaii.

The company is now a limited liability cor-
poration with more than 1,700 employees and
revenues exceeding $400 million. Their four
children—Brian and Christine, and twins Gary
and Glenn—are all executives in the company.

Ed is chairman and chief executive officer of
Pleasant Holidays, L.L.C., and Lynn serves as
vice chairperson. Lynn, a graphics artist who
did picture cells for Disney’s animated classic
‘‘Peter Pan,’’ oversees the development of
major promotions, ad campaigns and bro-
chures, and is actively involved with the deco-
ration and renovation of the company’s hotels.

The company has expanded to serve Mex-
ico, Tahiti, Japan and other destinations in the
Orient, in addition to the ownership of several
hotels in Hawaii.

In 1987, Ed and Lynn formed the Pleasant
Hawaiian Holidays Foundation to grant annual
scholarships and awards to benefit Hawaiian
residents. The non-profit Hogan Family Foun-
dation, founded in 1998, is dedicated to pro-
moting an understanding of the importance of
travel and tourism ‘‘by creating and operating
educational, humanitarian, and civic-minded
programs that encourage meaningful commu-
nication between persons of all cultures.’’

With the formation of the Travel and Tour-
ism Institute, the Ed and Lynn Hogan Program
in Travel and Tourism is funded at Loyola
Marymount University in Los Angeles to pre-
pare college students for executive careers in
the travel industry.

Ed and Lynn volunteer for numerous other
non-profit organizations focused on health
care, child abuse and education, and sit on
several boards, and have been honored fre-
quently for their efforts.

Not surprisingly, they also have been hon-
ored extensively by the tourism industry and
the government and people of Hawaii. A few
highlights: In 1993, Ed and Lynn were in-
ducted into the American Society of Travel
Agents’ ‘‘Hall of Fame,’’ the travel industry’s
highest honor. In 1995, Ed served as a dele-
gate to the first White House Conference on
Travel and Tourism. Lynn has been named to
Working Woman magazine’s top 500 list of fe-
male executives in the United States for the
past five years, number 53 in 1998 and num-
ber 34 this year.

In their spare time, Ed and Lynn train and
show their Arabian horses, play in travel in-
dustry and celebrity golf tournaments, and
fawn over their two grandchildren, Michael and
Shalyn.

Mr. Speaker, Ed and Lynn Hogan are loving
people who are dedicated to their profession,
their community, their family and each other. I
know my colleagues will join Janice and me in
congratulating them on a lifetime of success
together in each of those areas as they cele-
brate their 50th wedding anniversary.

f

PERSECUTION OF CHRISTIANS IN
INDIA CONTINUES

HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, there has
been a disturbing pattern of oppression of
Christians and other religious minorities in
India. This persecution of Christians in India
continues. It has been going on steadily since
Christmas 1998, with occasional flare-ups be-
fore that, as exemplified by one incident when
the state police used unnecessary and over-
whelming force to stop a Christian religious
festival.

The animosity towards Christians and other
religious minorities in India is well known.
High-ranking officials of India’s governing coa-
lition have said openly that everyone who lives
in India must either be Hindu or be subser-
vient to Hinduism. They have called for nation-
alization of the Christian churches in India,
severing them from the denominations to
which they belong.

Since the current wave of violence exploded
on Christmas 1998, more than two and a half
years ago, Christian churches have been
burned, and assaults have been carried out on
priests and nuns.

Mr. Speaker, that is the state of religious
freedom in India. The Indian government has
much work in front of it. It is time for India to
stop trampling the rights of minorities and
begin protecting religious freedom, civil lib-
erties, human rights, and the other important
rights that are the mark of a true democratic
state.

f

54TH ANNIVERSARY OF INDIA’S
INDEPENDENCE DAY

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR.
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight to
join with the people of India and the Indian-
American community to commemorate India’s
Independence Day. The 54th anniversary of
India’s Independence will actually occur on
August 15th, while Congress is in recess, so
I wanted to take this opportunity tonight, be-
fore we adjourn, to mark this important occa-
sion before my colleagues in this House and
the American people.

Last month, Americans celebrated the
Fourth of July. For a billion people in India,
one-sixth of the human race, the 15th of Au-
gust holds the same significance. I am proud
to extend my congratulations to the people of
India, and to the sons and daughters of India
who have come to the United States, enrich-
ing American society in so many ways.

On August 15, 1947, the people of India fi-
nally gained their independence from Britain,
following a long and determined struggle that
continues to inspire the world. In his stirring
‘‘midnight hour’’ speech, India’s first Prime
Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru, set the tone for
the newly established Republic, a Republic
devoted to the principles of democracy and
secularism. In more than half a century since
then, India has stuck to the path of free and
fair elections, a multi-party political system and
the orderly transfer of power from one govern-
ment to its successor.

India continues to grapple with the chal-
lenges of delivering broad-based economic
development to a large and growing popu-
lation. India has sought to provide full rights
and representation to its many ethnic, religious
and linguistic communities. And India seeks to
be a force for stability and cooperation in the
strategically vital South Asia region. In all of
these respects, India stands out as a model
for other Asian nations, and developing coun-
tries everywhere, to follow.

Mr. Speaker, one of the most difficult situa-
tions for a democracy is their relationships
with their neighbors, especially if they do not
share the same democratic ideals. India has
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struggled to establish a peaceful cooperation
with the nation of Pakistan. As you know,
Pakistan has made a transition from the thin
guise of democracy to an outright military
state.

Despite this fact, India has made repeated
efforts to establish peaceful and economically
prosperous relations with Pakistan.

Evidence of this can be found in India’s
Prime Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee extending
the hand of friendship to Pakistan President
Musharraf. This is the latest act of good faith
by India even though Pakistan has consist-
ently reverted in their promises to uphold their
end in recent years. In February of 1999 India
and Pakistan signed the Lahore Declaration
under which they pledged to establish a pro-
cedure for resolving their differences through
bilateral negotiations. Pakistan subsequently
betrayed this when their forces crossed the
Line of Control in Kashmir, resulting in the
loss of hundreds of lives and international con-
demnation. Pakistan also broke the latest
cease-fire initiated by India, yet Vajpayee still
decided to invite Musharraf to a summit this
past month. While the summit collapsed,
Vajpayee has vowed to continue dialogue to
try to bring about peace with India’s neighbor.

India is of utmost importance to the United
States, not only because of our shared prin-
ciples, but also because of India’s strategic
importance. They have showed the Western
World time and time again that they serve as
a vital stabilizing force in the South Asian re-
gion. India has committed itself both politically
and economically with the United States. In
March of 2000, our countries participated in
the U.S.-India Summit in New Dehli, where a
Vision Statement was crafted. This statement
committed both countries to fight against ter-
rorism, prevent the proliferation of nuclear
weapons, expand trade, and a variety of other
important issues. To this day, India continues
to reduce barriers to trade, and bilateral trade
has grown from less than $5 billion in 1993 to
over $15 billion in 2000. India has not just
passed the litmus test of foreign governments,
but they have passed the much harder test of
Western corporations that look for a profitable
environment. There are hundreds of U.S. com-
panies investing in India: AT&T, Citicorp, Mor-
gan Stanley, Ford Motor Company, and IBM
just to name a few.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure that I
rise on behalf of the Indian-Americans in my
district, and the 1.6 million all over this country
to extend my congratulations to the largest de-
mocracy in the world. India has survived hos-
tile neighbors, the transition from colonialism,
recent earthquakes and droughts, and adapta-
tion to the world economy, and with the con-
tinued support of the United States, will do so
for many years to come.

f

HONOR OF THOMAS L. BERKLEY

HON. BARBARA LEE
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to honor
Thomas L. Berkley for his contributions to the
community and to the nation.

Mr. Berkley, who was born in Illinois in
1915, moved with his family to Southern Cali-
fornia at the age of four. In 1936, he attended

Fullerton Junior College, where he earned an
Associate of Arts Degree. He went on to
UCLA and completed his Bachelor of Science
Degree in Business Administration and Fi-
nance, and then attended Hastings Law
School in San Francisco where he received
his Juris Doctor and became active in the
NAACP. He was admitted to the California
State Bar in 1943.

After finishing his academic career, Mr.
Berkley proudly joined the United States Army
and fought bravely in World War II, achieving
the rank of Second Lieutenant.

At the end of the war, Mr. Berkley returned
to Oakland in the Bay Area and became the
head of one of the nation’s largest integrated,
bilingual law firms. He helped establish the ca-
reers of notable men such as Judges Clinton
White and Allen Broussard, and former May-
ors of Oakland, Elihu Harris and Lionel Wil-
son,

Mr. Berkley has not only been active in law,
but also in business and in the media. He was
the president of Berkley International Ltd,
Berkley Technical Services and CEO of Berk-
ley Financial Services. Mr. Berkley also was
the publisher of the Alameda Publishing Cor-
poration which publishes the Oakland, San
Francisco and Richmond Post newspapers. in
the public service arena, Tom Berkley served
as a Member of the Oakland Unified School
District School Board and an advisor to the
Greater ACORN Community Improvement As-
sociation.

Mr. Berkley is a ‘‘Man for all Seasons’’. He
is a visionary, a motivator, an educator, a
mentor, and an entrepreneur. He has made a
significant contribution in all of his many local,
state, national, and international endeavors
and has given his all for the betterment of our
community and society.

As a friend and supporter, Tom Berkley has
always been a trusted confidant, and I have
benefitted from his wisdom, his encourage-
ment, and his compassion.

I am honored to salute Tom Berkley, and I
take great pride in celebrating with his family,
friends and colleagues his distinguished life
and accomplishments.

f

FEDERAL PROPERTY IN CAM-
BRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS, TO
ADDRESS OPEN SPACE AND AF-
FORDABLE HOUSING NEEDS

HON. MICHAEL E. CAPUANO
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to inform
the House of my intent to introduce legislation
aimed at assisting a unique community devel-
opment project in my district. Specifically,
when the House convenes following the Au-
gust recess, I plan to introduce the Kendall
Square Project Redevelopment and Real
Property Reconveyance Act of 2001.

This legislation is critical to the efforts of the
Cambridge Redevelopment Authority to pro-
vide much needed open space and affordable
housing to the residents of Cambridge, Mas-
sachusetts. The parcel of land that will be uti-
lized for the project is currently federal prop-
erty, owned by the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation (DOT). Known as Parcel 1, the land
is home to the John A. Volpe National Trans-

portation Systems Center. The Center pro-
vides technical analysis, research and project
management to DOT and other Federal agen-
cies.

Recently, the General Services Administra-
tion has concluded that fifty-five percent of the
federal land adjacent to the Volpe Center is
not being utilized and another twenty-eight
percent of the land is underutilized. The legis-
lation which I will propose directs the DOT to
reconvey any unused or underutilized Parcel 1
to the Cambridge Redevelopment Authority for
the development of open space and affordable
housing. The area proposed for reconveyance
represents 5.8 acres of almost entirely vacant
land. DOT will retain the remaining 8.5 acres
of Parcel 1, which has been deemed to be
enough land to allow for a continuance of cur-
rent operations at the Volpe Center, as well as
future expansion of its physical plant to ac-
commodate future growth of the facility’s oper-
ations.

Make no mistake about it Mr. Speaker, this
project is a win/win proposition for all parties
involved. The federal government reconveys
unused and underutilized land, while maintain-
ing the integrity of the Volpe Center and its
operations. The Cambridge Redevelopment
Authority and the residents of Cambridge, in
turn, receive much-needed land to address the
urgent need for open space and affordable
housing. This bill will go a long way toward
meeting this need and I look forward to having
the House consider this legislation.

f

TRIBUTE TO ELEANORE DRUEHL
NETTLE

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to a distinguished American, an ex-
traordinary Californian, a beloved friend and
an institution in San Mateo County—Eleanore
Druehl Nettle, who passed away in June of
this year.

Eleanore Nettle served for thirty-three years
as a Trustee on the San Mateo County Com-
munity College Board, longer than any other
trustee in the history of the District. During her
tenure she attended almost 800 Board meet-
ings and served as President of the Board
nine times. She was the driving force in fos-
tering the growth of the District from a single
campus to three, and from 2,700 students to
more than 30,000. Half-a-million students at-
tended the college while she sat on the Board.

Eleanore Nettle gave generously of her time
and talents to the League of Women Voters
and the American Association of University
Women. She was recognized throughout Cali-
fornia as a leader in community college affairs
and received many awards and honors, in-
cluding the Trustee of the Year Award given
by the California Community College Trustees
Association. Eleanore was appointed by Gov-
ernor Edmund G. ‘‘Pat’’ Brown as a commu-
nity college representative to the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education and re-appointed
by Governor Reagan.

Eleanore was a graduate of the College of
San Mateo and an active and faith-filled mem-
ber of her church since 1950. She was the de-
voted wife of the late Lester Nettle and the
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proud mother of a daughter, twin sons and a
granddaughter.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
in paying tribute to a great and good woman,
Eleanore Druehl Nettle and offer the condo-
lences of the entire House of Representatives
to her family. We are a better community, a
better country and a better people because of
her.

f

HONORING BONNIE HUDGEONS

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
pay tribute to Bonnie Hudgeons for setting an
example and for providing hope to transplant
patients.

In 1986, Bonnie, a longtime Lake City, Colo-
rado resident, was given blood that was in-
fected with Hepatitis C during her heart by-
pass surgery. Not until 1991, when she had
an angioplasty surgery, did her doctors realize
that she had the infection. In 1997, she was
first considered for a liver transplant, but be-
cause the demand for liver transplants out-
weighs the supply, Bonnie was turned down.
‘‘They thought I was too far gone,’’ she told
Nicole Ashton of Silver World. She persisted
by asking for a second opinion, and this time
her name was added to the waiting list. Bon-
nie’s health deteriorated from there. She fell
into four of five comas, once for a period of
five days and she was unable to care for her-
self even when she was conscious.

In March of 2000, after 14 months on the
waiting list, Bonnie got the okay for a trans-
plant. The surgery lasted for seven hours, and
she had several complications afterward, in-
cluding temporary kidney failure and memory
problems. In spite of the difficulties with the
surgery, Bonnie said, ‘‘I had faith, trusted in
God, and made it through.’’

Bonnie emphasizes her gratitude for her
donor. Through the hospital, she was able to
get in touch with the donor’s family, and they
exchanged letters. Bonnie wrote, for instance,
‘‘I will forever marvel at the miraculous gift of
life an organ donor gives.’’ Bonnie eventually
also met her donor’s parents and sister. ‘‘We
still email back and forth,’’ she said. ‘‘I carry a
picture of Chad in my billfold.’’

Mr. Speaker, Bonnie Hudgeons, who is
sometimes called ‘‘the miracle girl,’’ is a
source of hope for anyone who faces difficult
odds. I would like to pay tribute to her for
sharing her story, and for being an inspiration
both to those who need a transplant and for
those who are contemplating becoming a
donor.

f

HONORING STEVE RIPPY

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
thank Steve Rippy for helping to build a suc-
cessful assessor’s office in Garfield County,
Colorado, and to wish him luck on his next en-
deavor as New Castle Town Administrator.

Steve served as Garfield County assessor
for almost seven years, and his total time in
the office amounts to twenty years. In addition,
he served as New Castle Mayor for seven
years and as Councilman for eight years.
Steve was also a member of the Town Plan-
ning and Zoning Commission for fifteen years.

Steve reflected on his time as Garfield
County assessor, telling Mike McKibbin of The
Daily Sentinel, ‘‘I think I’m proudest of a well-
organized and efficient office with appraisals
of property.’’ Steve’s satisfaction is certainly
well founded, as the ‘‘significant reduction in
the number of appeals (of reappraisals)’’ dur-
ing his time there reflects. Certainly related,
too, are Steve’s communication skills. ‘‘We’re
very willing to listen to people,’’ he said.

In addition, Steve demonstrated his ability to
overcome adversity. While the assessor’s of-
fice employed sixteen people when Steve
began working in 1981, they lost nearly one
third of their workers when the oil shale bust
forced the office to lose five employees. How-
ever, under Steve’s direction, the assessor’s
office bounced back nicely. ‘‘Now we’re almost
back to where we were and I think we’re able
to handle so many more new subdivisions,’’
he said.

Certainly, Mr. Speaker, Steve Rippy is an
excellent community servant and a skilled
leader. I would like to congratulate him for a
job well done, and to wish him well on his new
career.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO EARNEST
‘‘DOC’’ WALCHER

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to

take this opportunity to pay tribute to Earnest
‘‘Doc’’ Walcher of Gypsum, Colorado. After 25
years of retirement, Doc is now lending his
hand to the town of Gypsum. He and town
manager Jeff Shroll, it turns out, make a great
team as well as good neighbors.

Doc Walcher was born in 1921 in Okla-
homa, and he moved with his family to Gyp-
sum during the Depression. He enlisted in the
Army during World War II as an aircraft me-
chanic, serving at Guadalcanal and in the Phil-
ippines. After the war, he returned to Gypsum,
where he has resided ever since.

Doc served the people of Colorado diligently
before his retirement, working as head super-
visor of the Colorado State Highway Depart-
ment. He helped build and maintain Highway
24, Tennessee Pass, and Interstate 70 over
Vail Pass before retiring in 1976.

Jeff Shroll, Gypsum’s Town Manager, ‘‘no-
ticed that Walcher, who lives directly across
the street. . .had the most manicured and
best-kept lawn in town.’’ Jeff asked Doc if he
might be interested in helping to keep up the
lawns in Turgeonville, a property owned by
Gypsum. Walcher eagerly accepted, and now
that he is working again, he is ‘‘loving every
minute of it,’’ according to Julie Imada-Howard
of the Vail Daily. The feeling seems mutual;
Jeff says that it has been ‘‘great to work with’’
Doc.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to honor Doc
Walcher for his continued service and willing-
ness to help the community. He is truly an in-
spiration to us all.

HONORING DR. RICHARD HOFFMAN

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to honor Dr. Richard
Hoffman, Colorado’s chief medical officer and
state epidemiologist. Richard recently resigned
from his position at the Colorado Department
of Public Health and Environment, after serv-
ing as state epidemiologist since 1987, and as
chief medical officer since 1998.

Richard has remained active, professional,
and reliable throughout his time with the Colo-
rado Department of Public Health and Envi-
ronment. He has drafted laws, seen his
writings published in over sixty peer-reviewed
journals, written for ten non-peer-review or
public health publications, written two book
chapters and five published letters.

According to Dr. Sue Binder of the National
Center for Injury Prevention and Control divi-
sion of the United States Department of
Health and Human Services, he also directed
one of the division’s most successful traumatic
brain injury (TBI) surveillance projects. In addi-
tion, he helped to launch the Colorado follow-
up registry. These efforts have ‘‘led to the first
credible estimate of TBI-related disability and
health services usage prevalence in the
United States.’’ The Colorado TBI registry,
wrote Dr. Binder, ‘‘blazed the trail for our
planned efforts to create spinal cord injury reg-
istries.’’

In addition, according to a draft of the Colo-
rado Board of Health Resolution, Richard
‘‘epitomizes public health leadership and
leaves an indelible legacy of accomplish-
ments.’’ The resolution says, also, ‘‘Dr. Hoff-
man’s efforts have paved the way for signifi-
cantly improving the health and welfare of our
state’s population.’’ Jane Norton, the executive
director of the Colorado Department of Public
Health and Environment agrees; she wrote,
‘‘The bottom line is that his efforts have trans-
lated into making Colorado a healthier place to
live and raise a family.’’

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Richard Hoffman’s exper-
tise, leadership, compassion, and hard work
have improved the state of Colorado. I would
like to thank him for his positive influence on
Colorado’s health care, and I wish him well on
his future endeavors. His dedication is cer-
tainly deserving of this honor.

f

IN RECOGNITION OF THE
RETIREMENT OF WALLY WALDROP

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to
honor a remarkable individual who performs a
remarkable service, and has for more than 22
years. Just this past May, Capt. Milton R.
Waldrop, better known as Capt. Wally
Waldrop, retired from Lake Piloting.

Born in Texas, Capt. Waldrop joined the
Navy in 1948, serving aboard the aircraft car-
rier USS Tarawa, which served as embassy
protection during the Chinese Revolution in
1948, He left the service in 1952 and moved
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to the Great Lakes, where he began a career
as a Great Lakes Mariner. After 19 years as
a mariner, he became a Lake Pilot in 1979.

Now for those of you not familiar with Lake
Piloting, it is a fascinating profession, Every
cargo freighter that enters the Great Lakes,
must, by law, be piloted by a licensed Great
Lakes pilot. Even though these ships have
their own very capable crews, they still have
to have a Lake Pilot aboard during their voy-
age through our water system. Capt. Waldrop
is not only one of these master pilots, he is
the best of the best. One day he could be at
the helm of a Greek vessel, the next day it’s
a Russian freighter.

Great Lakes shipping is critical to the re-
gional economy and has an impact on world
markets and economies. Without the services
of Wally Waldrop, and others like him, safe
and efficient commerce through the Great
Lakes would not be possible. Please join me
in saluting Capt. Wally Waldrop, a great pilot
and a servant to the entire Great Lakes re-
gion.

f

H.R. 2273—THE NATIONAL BANK
OFFSHORE ACTIVITIES ACT OF 2001

HON. MAJOR R. OWENS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I requested of
the author of H.R. 2273, the National Bank
Offshore Activities Act of 2001, to permit me
to lend my support for this legislation. Let me
tell you why H.R. 2273 is so important.

As one member who is interested in rela-
tions between Asian nations and the United
States, I would whole-heartedly endorse the
purpose of H.R. 2273 in closing a major loop-
hole in the United States’ supervision of the
national banks it charters.

My office has been in receipt of numerous
press accounts about the treatment of a vitally
important corporation in Thailand, Thailand
Petrochemical Industries, Inc. (TPI); the sec-
ond largest business in the country, by a
‘‘workout specialist’’ assigned to act as what
we in the United States would call a ‘‘trustee
in bankruptcy’’ This ‘‘workout specialist’’, Ef-
fective Planner, an agent of the accounting
firm Ferrier Hodgsen, from Australia, has, with
a Thai bankruptcy court approval, become the
agent of the United States chartered banks to
whom the debt is owed. What should concern
us here in the United States is the activities of
the Effective Planner. These questionable ac-
tions include the diminution of the value of the
company (TPI), by the use of questionable ac-
counting procedures and poor business prac-
tices, the expenditure of millions of dollars to
a bodyguard company which is either not in
existence or is not appropriately registered as
a legitimate corporation, and the initiation and
ultimate culmination of a ‘‘debt for equity
swap’’ which was done in an offshore Carib-
bean Bank in the British Virgin Island. This
’’swap’’ has permitted the U.S. chartered
banks to own approximately three-fourths of
the entire TPI stock. The manager of Effective
Planner and several of his associates were ar-
rested in Thailand for violation of the labor
laws of that country, and have reportedly even
removed themselves to Singapore to manage
this Thailand company.

It is the stated goal of our foreign policy to
assist our allies and friends around the world
during difficult times. The Asia Debt Crisis, like
the Mexican Debt Crisis several years ago,
has presented a number of nations with dif-
ficult choices. Thailand is no different. It is for
this reason that our private sector financial in-
stitutions should not be permitted to work
against the interests of our country with re-
spect to our relations with other nations. Cer-
tainly, no bank in the United States could be
placed in control of a trustee in bankruptcy
with the trustee being left to their own devices
in acquiring control of a U.S. business without
at least some supervisory or consultative au-
thority, such as the Office of the Comptroller
of the Currency (OCC) or a court, being capa-
ble of reviewing their activities. If alleged crimi-
nal and actionable civil activities were re-
ported, surely the OCC would at a bare min-
imum, conduct some oversight of such ac-
tions. It should be no different for U.S. char-
tered banks doing business in friendly foreign
country.

Our principal banking regulator, the Office of
the Comptroller of the Treasury (OCC), con-
tinues to believe that it has little or no power
to act against U.S. chartered banks implicated
in illegal activities abroad, even when such ac-
tivities may involve crimes such as embezzle-
ment, money laundering, and establishment of
secret accounts in offshore tax havens. This
position makes H.R. 2273 even more impor-
tant.

In this global economy, banks chartered and
regulated by our government must maintain
the highest legal and ethical standards wher-
ever they operate. Simply put, our vital system
of banking regulation and our confidence in
our financial system is compromised when a
U.S. chartered bank or its agents are impli-
cated in criminal activities anywhere in the
world. In fact, allowing our banks to enjoy a
double standard harms our good relations with
our trading partners and allies everywhere in
the world.

This major loophole in our banking regula-
tion is dramatically evident in Thailand, a
staunch ally of our country and victim of the
recent Asian economic crisis. Thailand actually
stands to lose its domestic ownership and
control of a key public company to foreign in-
terests, including a group of banks chartered
by us, through the Office of the Comptroller of
the Currency.

As I stand here today, ownership and con-
trol of Thai Petrochemical Industries, or TPI
has been transferred to a group of U.S. char-
tered and foreign banks by an equivalent of a
bankruptcy trustee hired, supervised and con-
trolled by those same banks. That trustee, Ef-
fective Planner, a foreign company that pur-
portedly specializes in bankruptcy reorganiza-
tions, stands accused by TPI’s shareholders of
embezzlement, money laundering, and other
crimes. Incredibly, that same trustee, sup-
ported by those same banks, stands accused
of sending payments from TPI’s own bank ac-
count to two of its business associates who
have been indicted, convicted, and imprisoned
in Laos for embezzlement, destruction of
records, and tax evasion.

Unfortunately, instead of stopping such
practices and terminating their relationship
with the accused trustee, U.S. banks char-
tered and foreign banks licensed by our gov-
ernment have allowed the trustee to use
countless sums of TPI funds to mount a public

relations effort to defame TPI’s founder and
former CEO, who built TPI into one of Thai-
land’s largest employers. The family who built
the company has mounted a lonely crusade to
prevent the trustee from disassembling TPI
and feeding it to the banks for which the trust-
ee works. Clearly, if those banks had no con-
cern about the legality and fairness of their ac-
tivities, why would they want their stock owned
through a secret, offshore trust account?

Mr. Speaker, the involved banks and their
trustee may have an explanation for all these
troubling facts. If they do, they should report to
the OCC the activities of the trustee for whose
actions they must account. That is precisely
what H.R. 2273 would require. I would ask my
colleagues to join me in seeking passage of
the bill.

f

OPPOSING H.R. 7

HON. MAX SANDLIN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
oppose H.R. 7 in its current form. Churches
and charitable organizations have always
played an important role in our society. They
operate food banks, provide services for vic-
tims of domestic violence, operate after school
programs, and provide counseling services.
Many of these organizations currently use fed-
eral grants or other sources of federal funds to
operate these programs.

Use of federal funds for these programs is
allowed under current law. I believe faith
based organizations should be able to work in
partnership with the federal government to op-
erate these programs as they currently do.
Communities of faith in this country give of
their time and money to help those who are
less fortunate. We in the federal government
can and should assist them in that mission
when appropriate.

While the motivation behind H.R. 7 is honor-
able in theory, the bill unfortunately has seri-
ous flaws. This bill would make it possible for
religious groups to use taxpayer money to dis-
criminate, not just on the basis of a prospec-
tive employee’s religion, but also on the basis
of his or her failure to practice that group’s re-
ligious doctrine. No one should be required to
be of a particular faith in order to obtain a fed-
erally funded job.

Furthermore, the bill sets a dangerous
precedent by allowing government agencies to
convert funding for a program into vouchers to
religious organizations. By providing such
vouchers, the federal government would per-
mit these organizations to use federal tax dol-
lars for sectarian instruction, worship, and
proselytization.

In this country, we have a long history of
supporting separation of church and state. We
have a diverse religious make-up—something
we celebrate, We must protect that diversity.
By allowing religious institutions to receive fed-
eral funds without complying with federal laws,
we discourage diversity.

Mr. Speaker, a broad coalition of religious
organizations, education organizations, and
civil rights groups oppose H.R. 7 in its current
form. These groups include the American Fed-
eration of Teachers, American Jewish Con-
gress, the Baptist Joint Committee, the
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NAACP, the National Education Association,
the PTA, the Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights, the United Methodist Church, the Epis-
copal Church, the Presbyterian Church, the
Religious Action Center for Reform Judaism,
and the Union of American Hebrew Congrega-
tions. When this many religious organizations
are opposed to the bill, maybe we should ask
ourselves what is wrong with the bill.

f

H. RES. 193—CRIME PREVENTION
AND NATIONAL NIGHT OUT RES-
OLUTION

HON. BART STUPAK
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I have intro-
duced this resolution along with Representa-
tives Curt Weldon and Joe Hoeffel to empha-
size the importance of crime prevention at the
local level and to recognize the efforts of Na-
tional Night Out. I am pleased to say that this
resolution has bipartisan support, with 64 co-
sponsors. I would like to specifically thank the
Chairman JIM SENSENBRENNER Ranking Mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee, the Chairman
and Ranking Member of the Crime Sub-
committee, and the leadership on both sides
of the aisle for their help in bringing this meas-
ure to the floor.

Our resolution calls upon the President to
focus on neighborhood crime prevention, com-
munity policing programs and reducing school
crime and to issue a proclamation in support
of National Night Out.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
on rollcall No. 308, I was unavoidably detained
on official businesses. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘aye’’.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE
RETIREMENT OF PATRICIA GIBBS

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to
honor a remarkable woman, who has served
remarkable organizations with outstanding pro-
fessionalism and dedication. Patricia Gibbs is
retiring from the position of Executive Director
of Macomb County Community Services
Agency which she has held for the last 13
years.

Ms. Gibbs began her career with Macomb
County as the Quality Assurance Assistant for
the Office of Substance Abuse. From there
she rose to become one of the most influential
health and human services individuals in
Macomb County. It is easy to see how she
has touched the lives of many of Macomb
County’s residents either directly or indirectly.

Ms. Gibbs was one of the original orga-
nizers of the Human Service Coordinating
Body. The HSCB was put together to develop
a more efficient county human services net-
work. She has also chaired the Creating a
Healthier Macomb Partnership Board, the first
organization to bring hospitals, businesses,
public and private agencies, and volunteers to-
gether to improve the health of county resi-
dents. Add to that her service on the Macomb
Literacy Partners Board of Directors, her posi-
tion as Chairperson of the Directors Council of
the Michigan Community Action Agency Asso-
ciation, her contributions to the United Way
Community Services Macomb Division Board
of Directors and her memberships in the
American Society of Public Administrators, the
American Management Association, and the
Michigan Literacy Association, and you could
easily have the life’s work of three or four peo-
ple instead of just one. It is hard to believe
that she has somehow found time to become
a certified personal trainer and race walking
instructor at Macomb Community College.

Please join me in recognizing Patricia
Gibb’s years of dedication to the health and
well being of others. It takes a special person
to pledge their life to the cause of making oth-
ers healthier and stronger through counseling.
While her expertise will be missed from 9 to
5 each day, thanks to her commitment to
healthy living, we will still have the benefits of
her wisdom for years to come.

f

JUDGE JAMES R. BROWNING
COURTHOUSE

HON. NANCY PELOSI
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, in honor of

Judge James R. Browning, formerly Chief
Judge of the Ninth Circuit, I am pleased to in-
troduce legislation to name the federal court-
house building at 7th and Mission Streets in
San Francisco the ‘‘James R. Browning U.S.
Court of Appeals Building.’’

Appointed to the Ninth Circuit by President
John F. Kennedy in 1961, Judge Browning
served for 40 years, including 12 years as
chief judge. He assumed leadership in 1976 at
a time when appeals courts faced a large
backlog of cases. Under his leadership, the
Ninth Circuit expanded in size, eliminated its
backlog, and cut in half the time needed to de-
cide appeals. Since 1961, he has participated
in almost 1,000 published appellate decisions
and authored many other unsigned per curiam
opinions on behalf of the panel as a whole.

As the head of the largest circuit court in the
country, Judge Browning acted as a tireless
and effective advocate for maintaining the
unity of the Ninth Circuit. An extraordinary ad-
ministrator, he implemented numerous innova-
tions that reshaped the structures and proce-
dures of the circuit. Many of his ideas were
subsequently adopted in other circuits. He
also emphasized the importance of collegiality
and civility among the judges and the Ninth
Circuit bar. He was instrumental in estab-
lishing the Western Justice Center Foundation,
a nonprofit organization dedicated to improv-
ing the legal system by encouraging collabo-
rative work and research.

Judge Browning earned his law degree from
the University of Montana Law School in 1941,

joining the Antitrust Division of the Department
of Justice upon graduation. A U.S. Army Infan-
try private, he served in Military Intelligence in
the Pacific Theater for three years, attaining
the rank of First Lieutenant and winning a
Bronze Star. Subsequently, he served again in
the Antitrust Division, then the Civil Division,
becoming Executive Assistant to the U.S. At-
torney General in 1952. From 1953 to 1958,
he practiced law as a partner at Perlman,
Lyons & Browning, leaving private practice
again to become Clerk of the U.S. Supreme
Court, prior to his appointment to the Ninth
Circuit.

The Ninth Circuit includes all the federal
courts in California, Oregon, Washington, Ari-
zona, Montana, Idaho, Nevada, Alaska, Ha-
waii, Guam, and the Northern Mariana Islands.
The courthouse at 7th and Mission was de-
signed by James Knox Taylor, who also de-
signed the U.S. Treasury Building in Wash-
ington, D.C., and built between 1897 and
1905.

It is my hope that in the near future, in addi-
tion to serving as a courthouse, this building
can stand as a monument to the tremendous
achievements of Judge James R. Browning.

f

INTRODUCING THE ACCESS TO
STUDENT LOANS ACT

HON. HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ McKEON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001
Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

introduce the Access to Students Loans Act.
This legislation permanently extends the

MCKeon-Kildee student loan fix.
The overall goal is to see that students are

able to obtain student loans whether they at-
tend Stanford or a career college in the inner
city of Los Angeles. In order to achieve this
goal, a stable and strong FFELP program is
key to making sure these students are able to
obtain loans each year without having to worry
about whether one will be available.

During the 1998 Higher Education Act reau-
thorization, Representative DALE KILDEE and I
Hammered out the current interest rate fix
after numerous meetings and plenty of nego-
tiations. The end result was the lowest interest
rate for borrowers in the history of the pro-
gram, with current rates in repayment at 5.99
percent.

These loans, however, are only as good as
their availability. Banks won’t make loans un-
less they are making a profit. Therefore only
those students attending universities with low
default rates will get served. Fixing this inter-
est rate problem will be a direct benefit to
those students who are usually underserved,
and the most at risk of dropping out of college.
This is why I want to see this problem fixed
now.

Additionally, if we are able to solve this
problem now we have a much better chance,
with the necessary resources, to work on
other challenges facing higher education in the
2003 reauthorization. Specifically, increasing
funding for Pell grants and campus-based aid
would be at the top of my priority list.

Included in the budget resolution under the
leadership of Budget Committee Chairman JIM
NUSSLE is a technical reserve fund specifically
set up to make the current student loan inter-
est rate formulas permanent. However, we
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must take action to make the fix permanent
before the current budget resolution expires.

I hope my colleagues will support me in this
endeavor and cosponsor this important legisla-
tion which will ensure access to loans for all
of America’s students.

f

CHIQUITA BRANDS
INTERNATIONAL

HON. MAXINE WATERS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, Chiquita
Brands International has played a historically
controversial role in Latin America. Beginning
from its inception as the United Fruit Com-
pany, Chiquita has assisted in the overthrow
of democratically elected governments who re-
fused to yield to its economic demands. Other
allegations against the company include pro-
ducing false documentation, intimidating po-
tential competitors and bribing government of-
ficials in order to maintain its hold over Latin
American banana production.

During the Clinton Administration, Chiquita
also became embroiled in a well-publicized
legal standoff with the European Union. The
litigation resulted from the company’s claim
that the banana regime of the European
Union, which attempted to protect small-scale
producers in Africa and the Caribbean, would
lead to business losses for Chiquita in the Eu-
ropean banana market. In response to
Chiquita’s complaints, the White House chal-
lenged the European banana regime in the
World Trade Organization (WTO).

Despite such strong-armed tactics, Chiquita
has not been able to maintain market share
nor profitability in the 1990s. Since Chiquita
has never been a proponent of open competi-
tion and fair play at any time in its history, the
company’s claims that built-in competitive ad-
vantages for small producers hurt large pro-
ducers seems especially dubious. Chiquita
must begin to accept responsibility for its eco-
nomic and strategic failings, rather than as-
signing blame to those who would assure a
competitive market.

The attached article on Chiquita’s irrespon-
sible behavior was co-authored by Ernest
Hartner and Randall Johnson, Research asso-
ciates with the Washington-based Council on
hemispheric Affairs (COHA), an organization
that is committed to addressing issues associ-
ated with democracy and human rights
throughout the Western Hemisphere. COHA’s
researchers have often spoken out about U.S.
policies and practices toward Latin American
countries. The article, which appeared in the
June 18, 2001, edition of COHA’s biweekly
publication, The Washington Report on the
Hemisphere, examines Chiquita’s dubious his-
tory in Latin America.

I request unanimous consent to include this
article in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

CAPITOL WATCH: CHIQUITA BANANA’S HARD
DAYS

The long battle between Chiquita Brands
International and its many foes may be ap-
proaching an unanticipated ending. The com-
pany’s recent financial restructuring indi-
cates that a declaration of bankruptcy could
occur in the near future. Chiquita has long
attracted fiery criticism from human rights

groups, labor unions and small-scale com-
petitors over accusations of unethical and
anti-competitive over accusations of uneth-
ical and anti-competitive business practices.
Nevertheless, news of the company’s finan-
cial difficulties came as a surprise to its de-
tractors, who have often tended to see it
more as a gun-toting mafia than a tradi-
tional corporation. Chiquita’s possible de-
mise should serve as a cautionary tale for
companies seen as chronically operating out-
side the law, rather than acting as good cor-
porate neighbors.

A SUSPECT HISTORY

Through its 120-year existence, Chiquita
has been a leader in the world’s banana in-
dustry. The company’s long presence in Cen-
tral and South America has emphasized po-
litical manipulation, dirty tricks and a his-
tory of labor exploitation. First created as
the United Fruit Company in the 1880’s,
Chiquita historically has sought to take ad-
vantage of the systematic corruption and
tainted operating conditions to be found, or
to be created, in such countries as Costa
Rica, Guatemala, Honduras and Colombia.
While still known as United Fruit, Chiquita
went so far as to arrange the overthrow of a
democratically-elected government in Gua-
temala which has refused to yield to its self-
serving economic demands. More recently, in
the Otto Stalinski affair, Chiquita financed
an alleged assassination attempt, produced
false documents, and bought judges and hot-
shot Washington lawyers in order to secure
its dominance over the local banana indus-
try. Preceding the 1990 Banana War, rival ba-
nana exporter, the Fyffles Group, alleged
that Chiquita illegally undercut agreements
that it had made with independent banana
suppliers. Fyffes’ Stalinski accused the com-
pany of filing a fraudulent warrant and cor-
rupting local judges and other officials to
carry out its will, resulting in the confisca-
tion of his company’s banana shipments.
Chiquita claims that the warrant was filed
only as a cautionary measure, in light of
Fyffes’ defaulting on mortgage payments
owned to it. The warrant was later invali-
dated, but not before Fyffes had suffered se-
rious financial losses. Beyond lost banana
shipments, Stalinski also accuses Chiquita
of financing an attempt to kidnap him, with
the intent of doing bodily harm, using a false
arrest warrant and paramilitary forces.

ROOTS OF FINANCIAL TROUBLES

Despite attempts to manipulate the global
banana market in recent years, Chiquita has
found it increasingly difficult to maintain
market share and profitability in the late
1990’s. While other banana producers such as
Dole and Del Monte successfully adapted to
changes in EU trade policy, Chiquita became
embroiled in litigation and various schemes
to buy influence in high places. On
Chiquita’s behalf, the White House Trade Of-
fice filed suit with the WTO against the EU’s
Lomé agreement, an accord developed to
guarantee its former colonies preferential
access to European markets and lucrative
aid packages. The morning after the com-
plaint was filed, Chiquita’s CEO Carl Lindner
expressed his thanks to the Clinton adminis-
tration was a $500,000 donation to several
Democratic state committees’ coffers. This
donation represents only one in an unprece-
dented series of gifts made to U.S. political
candidates, without regard to party affili-
ation. In fiscal year 1994, perhaps in an effort
to hedge his bets, Lindner was the second
largest soft money contributor to political
campaigns, with $525,000 given to Democrats
and $430,000 given to Republicans.

Secretary of Commerce Mickey Kantor
continued to defend Chiquita’s interests be-
fore the WTO in the face of allegations that
contributions made by Lindner had influ-

enced his actions, and that Lindner had, in
effect, purchased a foreign policy. Chiquita
and U.S. officials worked actively to elimi-
nate Lomé preferences, with the WTO ruling
in Wasington’s favor, but in the end suc-
ceeded only in securing a partial com-
promise. The quotes first introduced by
Lomé gave way to a first-come-first-serve
policy that was later replaced by a partial
distribution of EU banana licenses. During
this period, Chiquita experienced a severe fi-
nancial crisis that has led to its impending
financial restructuring.

Chiquita’s economic difficulties date back
to 1992, several years before the signing of
the Lomé agreement. The eagerness of
Chiquita’s Lindner to assign responsibility
for its losses to the EU quota system should
come as no surprise, given his traditional re-
luctance to operate within the confines of a
competitive market. Traditionally, Chiquita
has ruthlessly sought ‘sweet-heart’ deals
with host countries leaders, which allowed to
it to gain domination of the local banana in-
dustry, ofter after arranging for the pur-
chased cooperation of local officials.

‘STRONG ARMED’ BUSINESS TACTICS

Despite some questionable cost-cutting
measures aimed at maximizing profit mar-
gins, such as the use of fertilizers profit mar-
gins, such as the use of fertilizers banned in
the U.S., anti-union tactics and the alleged
corruption of judges and government offi-
cials, Chiquita still has been unable to sus-
tain the economic growth experienced in the
1980s. The record profits of that decade were
exhausted through Chiquita’s single-minded
devotion to protecting its banana turf, exces-
sive legal expenses, and a series of poor man-
agement decisions. Instead of diversifying its
product line, as Dole did by expanding into
such new product lines as freshcut flowers,
Chiquita chose to increase its involvement
in the European banana market by making a
determined assault against the relatively
minor concessions made to the English-
speaking Carribbean islands. It spent mil-
lions of dollars on refrigerated ships and ad-
vertising campaigns which sought to
strengthen its hold in Europe, but saw little
returns as a result of few changes in banana
importation policy. This resulted in the
heavy debt burden that leads many to pre-
dict Chiquita’s downfall.

Chiquita has never been a staunch pro-
ponent of open competition and fair play, as
evidenced by the accusations of bribery,
fraud and kidnapping. The company filed
suit against the EU alleging the ‘pref-
erential’ treatment of small-scale banana
producers. Chiquita adamantly views the
guarantees established by Lomé, as an at-
tack on the WTO’s free trade provisions. In
an attempt to account for its financial de-
cline, Chiquita has focused attention upon
problems caused by Lomé, rather than ac-
cept responsibility for its failed economic
strategy.

f

SUPPORT FOR HARBOR
INVESTMENT PROGRAM ACT

HON. ROBERT A. BORSKI
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing, along with Ms. Dunn and 24 Members
of Congress, the ‘‘SHIP’’ Act, or Support for
Harbor Investment Program Act, to repeal the
harbor maintenance tax and provide an alter-
native source of funding to maintain our Na-
tion’s harbors and waterways.
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I am fortunate to serve as a representative

of a major East Coast port city, and I am well
aware of the importance of continued reliable
financing of our Nation’s harbors and water-
ways. Every year, hundreds of billions of dol-
lars of goods enter and are moved through
this country by means of our water system of-
fering a cost-effective and environmentally
friendly alternative to other means of transpor-
tation.

As our economy increasingly moves toward
globalization, we will face a corresponding
need for safe, efficient, and modern port facili-
ties and waterways to sustain such growth.
Expanded use of larger shipping vessels and
increased ship traffic at many of our Nation’s
ports will require a significant investment in in-
creased channel depth and capacity.

The export provision of the Harbor Mainte-
nance Tax (HMT), the system that currently
provides financial resources for this mainte-
nance, was deemed unconstitutional in a 1998
Supreme Court decision and the European
Union has since challenged the import provi-
sion as an unfair trade practice and is consid-
ering bringing a complaint to the World Trade
Organization regarding the tax.

This is why we are introducing the SHIP Act
today—to provide an alternative funding
source to maintain our Nation’s harbors and
waterways. This legislation repeals the HMT
and restores the 200-year Federal obligation
to adequately fund operation and maintenance
of the Nation’s harbors with funding from the
general revenues of the Treasury.

It is only appropriate to fund the construc-
tion and maintenance of our Nation’s harbors
and waterways through the general revenues
in light of the nationwide benefit that comes
from a safe and efficient port system. To that
same end, GAO reported that $22 billion in
these general revenues are a direct result of
our ports and navigation system. It is evident
that we must return this responsibility back to
the federal government.

The existing Harbor Maintenance Tax puts
our maritime industry at a competitively dis-
advantage. The tax increases the price of
goods sold in the U.S. and diverts cargo Can-
ada, which does not have a similar tax. At a
time we should be working to attract new com-
merce to our U.S. ports, and take advantage
of our waterways to relieve congestion, we are
hindering their ability to remain competitive, at-
tract business and aid in relieving congestion.
The time to repeal this unfair and detrimental
tax is now!

Mr. Speaker, it is important to provide our
ports with safe, efficient, and modern port fa-
cilities and waterways. We must work to return
this responsibility to the federal government as
it was for over 200 years. The SHIP Act col-
laborates the support of groups as diverse as
the American Association of Port Authorities,
the American Waterways Operators, the Na-
tional Grain and Feed Association, and others.

I want to thank the bill’s current cosponsors
and supporters and urge all Member to sup-
port this important piece of legislation.

CURRENT CRISIS IN HOME
HEALTH CARE SERVICES

HON. WILLIAM D. DELAHUNT
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to call to your attention an issue of great con-
cern to me and the constituents throughout my
southeastern Massachusetts congressional
district—the current crisis in home health care
services.

As you are well aware, in 1997 Congress
approved the ‘‘Balanced Budget’’ Act (BBA).
This legislation sought to slash Medicare ben-
efits by $115 billion—the largest reduction in
Medicare payment rates in the program’s 35
year history.

I opposed this ‘‘reform’’ bill because I
thought it recklessly threatened the quality and
dependability of health care for Medicare re-
cipients. Regrettably, it has fulfilled these
fears—resulting in $240 billion of cuts, $124
billion more than originally intended.

The BBA has resulted in a 53% drop in fed-
eral reimbursements for home health services
in Massachusetts—well over $350 million in
lost Medicare revenue. 31 Massachusetts
home care agencies have closed—and other
on the South Shore and the Cape & Islands
have limited services to homebound patients.

It is clear that the ‘‘unintended’’ con-
sequences of BBA has had and continues to
have a devastating impact on our health care
system. And now Congress is backpedaling,
trying to address the immediate consequences
of the BBA, while searching for comprehen-
sive approaches to the long-term solvency of
the overall Medicare program.

In this light, I would like to share with my
colleagues an editorial from the Cape Codder
newspaper that followed a month-long series
of articles outlining critical steps in addressing
the challenges in home health care. And I
hope this will serve as a useful source of guid-
ance as we continue these deliberations.

[From the Cape Codder, July 6, 2001]
ASSURING HOME HEALTH CARE

For a month, Jennifer Brockway has been
reporting on one of the more frightening
prospects facing an increasingly older Cape
Cod population: the specter of rising health
needs and the drastic decrease in home
health care aides.

This gap between supply and demand will
threaten thousands of us who want to grow
old in as independent a fashion as possible.
We want to avoid hospitals, nursing homes
and assisted living facilities. That’s why so
many retirees are moving here in the first
place.

Those struggling to right a sinking ship
offer a wide array of solutions. But, as
Brockway reported, remedies will require ac-
tion by both state and federal governments,
as well as the health care industry itself.

Our month-long series identified the fol-
lowing steps as crucial:

The long-term community—home health
care and nursing and rehabilitation homes—
must form a united front.

Medicare and Medicaid reimbursement
rates must be increased to reverse damage
caused by the 1997 Balanced Budget Act and
compensate for rising health care delivery
costs.

Home health aides must be paid a wage al-
lowing economic self-sufficiency. They cur-
rently earn about $10 an hour, $7 less than

what’s needed to afford a median-priced
home on the Cape.

Family health insurance must be made af-
fordable for all direct-care workers.

Training programs for direct-care workers
must be increased and expanded to the home
care industry.

An active recruitment program must be in-
stituted to capture the high school students,
immigrants, and older adults re-entering the
workforce.

Opportunities for career advancement in
direct care must be encouraged.

Home health agencies must allow greater
involvement of home health aides in agency
operations and patient care decisions. Aides
should be made to feel like respected stake-
holders through acknowledgment of their
skills and contributions.

As with most complex issues, there is no
magic bullet. Solutions require crossing
many jurisdictional and geographic bound-
aries. It means forming unique alliances.

And unless other problems facing Cape
Codders—inadequate housing, childcare and
transportation—are addressed simulta-
neously, the current challenges facing home
health care indeed will become a crisis.

f

IN HONOR OF 17 LEXINGTON AVE-
NUE, THE SITE OF THE FIRST
FREE INSTITUTION OF HIGHER
EDUCATION

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 2, 2001

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to recognize 17 Lexington Avenue,
the site of the Free Academy, the first free
publicly funded institution of higher education
in the United States. Baruch College now car-
ries on the proud tradition of public education
at this location.

The Free Academy was approved by New
York’s legislature in 1847. Townsend Harris, a
strong advocate of publicly funded educational
opportunities, advocated a school that would
‘‘Open the door to all—let the children of the
rich and poor take their seats together and
know no distinction save that of industry, good
conduct and intellect.’’

The original building was designed by
James Renwick, Jr. who went on to design St.
Patrick’s Cathedral. Gaslights, warm-air heat-
ing and drinking fountains made the building
modern and luxurious, yet he managed to
keep the final cost $2000 under budget. In
January 1849, the Free Academy held its for-
mal opening, admitting its first class of 149
students.

The exquisite building that originally housed
the Free Academy became too small for the
growing business campus. In 196, using the
proceeds of a $1.5 million bond offering by the
City, the college built a 16-story structure that
housed a new library, science labs and ac-
counting classrooms. Since its opening, 17
Lex has welcomed generations of talented stu-
dents, students with limited means, but unlim-
ited dreams. Scores of prominent and suc-
cessful business leaders have been educated
in the building, which came to represent the
place where they began to achieve the Amer-
ican dream.

In 1866, the Free Academy became known
as the College of the City of New York, popu-
larly called CCNY or City College. When
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CCNY moved its campus uptown in 1909, 17
Lex continued to house the downtown busi-
ness campus. CCNY grew into City University
of New York, which today educates 200,000
students on more than 18 different campuses.

In 1919, CCNY’s business campus became
an independent entity known as the School of
Business and Civic Administration, which
changed its name in 1953 to the Bernard M.
Baruch College of Business and Public Admin-
istration, in honor of the economist and fin-
ancier, Class of 1889, who advised six U.S.
Presidents from Wilson to Truman. By 1968,
Baruch College emerged as a separate senior
college in the CUNY system. Today, Baruch
College enrolls over 15,000 students and en-
joys a national reputation for excellence in
business education and public administration.

Baruch College continues to open doors for
young people from all types of backgrounds.
U.S. News and World Report has called Ba-
ruch College the most diverse school in the
United States.

17 Lex is about to undergo its third incarna-
tion, thanks to a $200 million capital project
approved by CUNY. The new building will, no
doubt, continue the tradition of educational ex-
cellence available at this location for the past
century-and-a-half.

Mr. Speaker, I salute the visionaries who
believed that everyone should have an oppor-
tunity to have higher education and I ask my
fellow Members of Congress to join me in
celebrating a new beginning for 17 Lexington
Avenue, the site of the first free public institu-
tion of higher education.
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and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, today I will
vote against the Boehlert-Markey amendment.
I support increasing fuel efficiency standards
for SUVs, light trucks and minivans as a way
of improving our air quality and reducing our
reliance on foreign oil. I also support using al-
ternative fuels and much needed flexible fuel
vehicles that can burn the home grown eth-
anol-based gasoline E85. This amendment
asks me to make a false choice between high-
er fuel efficiency standards and an increas-
ingly successful clean air program in the Twin
Cities. It will stop the production of clean air
vehicles at Ford Motor Company’s St. Paul
plant that use E85 fuel. This amendment could
have done both—raise fuel efficiency stand-
ards and protect this clean air program. I will
unfortunately oppose it today.

The St. Paul-Minneapolis metropolitan area
has shown the nation that alternative fuels can
help clean our environment and sustain our
economy. E85, a fuel that is 85 percent eth-
anol and 15 percent gasoline, helps our cars
and trucks burn cleaner, reducing air pollution

while at the same time helping Minnesota’s
farmers and our rural economy.

The Twin Cities leads the nation in the num-
ber of gas stations that offer E85 with over 60
fueling stations throughout the metro area. It
will not matter how many stations we have if
we are not manufacturing the cars and trucks
that use this innovative fuel.

And that is the problem I have with this
amendment. Currently, our St. Paul Ford plant
receives a credit for producing Flexible Fuel
Vehicles that can use a combination of gaso-
line or another hybrid fuel like E85. Manufac-
turers like Ford use this credit as an incentive
to produce these types of cars and trucks. The
Boehlert-Markey amendment would shift the
credit from the number of vehicles produced to
the actual consumption of the alternative fuel,
whether it’s E85 or something else.

I agree with the amendment’s authors about
CAFE standards. However, it Is equally impor-
tant for us to provide incentives for people to
consume home grown fuels. Because so little
E85 and other alternative fuels like it are con-
sumed nationwide, would we be reintroducing
the age-old chicken and the egg conundrum?
Do we need the cars to encourage the use of
the fuel, or do we need the fuel before the
cars? Would this be a disincentive to car and
truck manufacturers to make automobiles that
run on multiple fuels? Would we be providing
a disincentive to car and truck manufacturers
to make consumption of alternative fuels, and
do not provide incentives for manufacturers to
make these cars and trucks, we will be left
without both.

What’s more the Ford Motor Company plant
in St. Paul has been a leader in manufacturing
trucks that run on E85 and other innovative
fuels. Ford, the Minnesota Corn Growers,
American Lung Association of Minnesota, the
U.S. Department of Energy, and Minnesota
Department of Agriculture and others on the
E85 Team have been instrumental in our area
in promoting these clean-air vehicles and the
alternative fuels that run them.

Mr. Chairman, this isn’t an easy decision for
me. We need to increase the fuel efficiency
standards of all our cars and trucks and con-
tinue to work on improving our air quality. We
put ourselves on the moon. Surely we can
raise the efficiency of our automobiles. How-
ever, I know what the negative impact could
be on the production of clean air vehicles and
clean air in St. Paul. I unfortunately have to
oppose this amendment today.
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and for other purposes.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, we must re-
duce our nation’s dependence on foreign oil.
And while I believe our nation needs a com-
prehensive energy policy as a matter of na-

tional security, we also have an obligation to
ensure that this need is met in a manner that
does not jeopardize our financial security. This
bill takes a balanced approach to meeting our
nation’s energy security needs. But, it fails to
pay for any of these proposals which have a
cost of $34 billion.

H.R. 4 contains numerous provisions that I
have supported in the past and will continue to
support in the future under fiscally responsible
circumstances. In fact, H.R. 4 includes a provi-
sion based upon a bill that I introduced during
both the 106th and 107th Congresses that
would extend the section 29 tax credit for the
production of unconventional fuels such as
coalbed methane. My version of this legisla-
tion [H.R. 794] was modified slightly and in-
cluded in the Ways and Means portion of H.R.
4. I have worked for months to ensure H.R.
794’s inclusion in a comprehensive energy
measure. And while I would like to be able to
vote for this provision, I cannot in good con-
science support final passage of a bill that in-
cludes $34 billion in tax expenditures that are
not offset with comparable spending reduc-
tions. This is fiscally irresponsible. Such action
threatens to spend money from both the So-
cial Security and Medicare Trust funds on
which the seniors in my district rely.

Further, as a member of the House Renew-
able Energy Caucus, I have supported meas-
ures to encourage and increase the use of re-
newable and alternative energy sources. This
bill includes tax incentives for energy effi-
ciency programs and renewable energy
sources such as wind and solar production
that I would like to vote for, and I would sup-
port if these incentives were paid for and han-
dled in a fiscally responsible manner. As well,
H.R. 4 contains tax incentives for domestic
production from marginal wells that I have
supported in the past and that would increase
our national energy supply.

Last month I supported funding for the Low
Income Home Energy Assistance Program
[LIHEAP]. I would like to support the LIHEAP
reauthorization included in H.R. 4. I made a
promise to senior citizens and other people in
my district that I would not spend Social Secu-
rity and Medicare Trust funds. That’s a prom-
ise I intend to keep.

Two months ago, we were hailing surpluses
‘‘as far as the eye can see.’’ There was even
concern that we not pay down our national
debt too quickly. Today, we are watching
these surpluses disappear before our very
eyes.

Two days ago, the House passed an appro-
priations bill that spent $1.3 billion more than
the budget resolution. I voted against the bill
because in order to do this, we will have to
borrow from other priority programs or from
the Medicare and Social Security surplus
funds.

If Congress adopts this new policy of borrow
and spend it not only endangers the Medicare
and Social Security surpluses, it places us
back on the road to deficit spending. We must
not travel down this road again.

It’s time we made some tough choices. This
Congress made a commitment to the Amer-
ican people that we would not vote to spend
one single penny of the Medicare and Social
Security Trust Funds. We must honor that
commitment. Spending restraint, fiscal respon-
sibility, and honoring our commitments do not
come about by good intentions, but by reso-
lute actions.
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Today, I reluctantly vote against this energy

package because it falls to provide any offsets
to pay for its provisions. This is a particularly
difficult vote for me because this bill contains
a proposal I authored and many other good
provisions.

In an effort to honor our commitments to en-
sure financial responsibility, I will adhere to the
levels in the budget resolution enacted by a
majority of this Congress. I will oppose any ef-
forts that reduce revenues without offsets.

The expenditures contained in H.R. 4 are
not accounted for in the budget resolution and,
despite sound energy policy this bill promotes,
it busts the budget and threatens the Social
Security and Medicare Trust funds. I urge my
colleagues to honor their commitment to pre-
serve this country’s fiscal integrity; I urge my
colleagues to either find a way to pay for
these tax cuts or to vote no on H.R. 4.
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The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
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energy conservation, research and develop-
ment and to provide for security and diver-
sity in the energy supply for the American
people, and for other purposes.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
remind my colleagues of a critical provision of
H.R. 4, the Securing America’s Future Energy
Act, which passed this House yesterday. The
provision authorizes critical funds for our na-
tion’s nuclear engineering education programs,
and is identical to a bill introduced by Con-
gresswoman Judy Biggert.

For over 50 years, the United States has
been the leader in nuclear science and engi-
neering. However, the energy crisis in Cali-
fornia has awakened our nation to energy sup-
ply constraints. Nuclear power accounts for
20% of our energy supply and is the key to
solving our energy supply needs.

This bill authorizes $240 million over five
years for university nuclear science and engi-
neering programs at the Department of En-
ergy.

The supply of bachelor degree nuclear sci-
entists and engineers is at a 35 year low, and
the number of universities offering nuclear en-
gineering degrees is half of what it was 20
years ago.

Mr. Chairman, the provision we passed yes-
terday is a critical foundation for tomorrow’s
energy supply.
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Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4, oth-
erwise known as the Securing America’s Fu-
ture Energy (SAFE) bill, is anything but safe
for rural America. This legislation, which was
originally designed to encourage energy con-
servation, energy reliability and energy pro-
duction, leaves rural America behind and in a
cloud of dust. Proving once again that the ma-
jority is more intent upon rewarding campaign
contributors than in addressing the needs of
consumers in rural America.

This legislation, Mr. Chairman, while initially
well-intentioned, does not take into account
the unique differences that America’s rural
communities face in an ever-changing elec-
tricity environment. Much of rural America is
served by not-for-profit rural electric coopera-
tives, cooperatives that are not in the business
of making money, but serving their consumer-
owners. These cooperatives do not seek out
to price-gouge, but rather they seek to provide
reliable and affordable electricity to their con-
sumers in an efficient manner. The bill we are
considering will allow investor-owned electric
companies that are currently reaping record
profits to receive $33 billion in tax breaks for
huge companies to spend overseas!

Mr. Chairman, when this body considers in-
dustry-specific legislation, it should consider all
the unique aspects of the particular industry.
Indeed, sound public policy is advanced when
the differences between the sectors are taken
into account. One important area that this
Congress must study more carefully are the
differences between the needs of rural Amer-
ica and urban and suburban America. This
legislation does not meet this test.

H.R. 4 prevents rural electric cooperatives
from participating in the new competitive mar-
ketplace. For all our talk about a level-playing
field and a competitive marketplace, we fail to
foster such a thing by excluding rural electric
cooperatives from the same benefits that we
provide to investor-owned utilities. It is critical
that we provide a level playing field for all sec-
tors of the electric utility industry—municipals,
investor owned, and cooperatives—when con-
sidering public policy.

Bypassing this legislation, we are in es-
sence saying that one sector of the industry
should be favored over another. We are also
saying that the electric needs of rural America
and American farmers are less important than
our population centers. The SAFE bill provides
investor-owned utilities with billions of dollars
worth of capital gains relief that comes at the
expense of higher electricity rates to con-
sumers.

The Congress needs to reconsider this poor
public policy legislation and come back after
the August recess to address these inequities
and finally consider legislation that is good for
all of America, urban and rural.

SECURING AMERICA’S FUTURE
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The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill. (H.R. 4) to enhance
energy conservation, research and develop-
ment and to provide for security and diver-
sity in the energy supply for the American
people, and for other purposes.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, as the House
considers H.R. 4, the Saving America’s Future
Energy Act, I rise to express my concern
about an amendment offered by my col-
leagues from California to exempt their state
from the oxygenate requirement of the Clean
Air Act.

In 1990, Congress approved the Clean Air
Act Amendments to require that gasoline sold
in certain areas of the country, including Cali-
fornia, contain at least 2 percent oxygen, ‘‘Re-
formulated Gasoline,’’ which can be derived
from adding an oxygenate to gasoline. The
goal of the oxygenate requirement is to lower
pollution in areas of the country that have the
highest levels of air pollution.

There are two main substances that are
used to meet the oxygenate requirement:
Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether (MTBE) and eth-
anol, a fuel derived from corn. Following the
1990 law, the Chicago and Milwaukee refor-
mulated gasoline areas chose to use ethanol
and, to my knowledge, have not reported any
problems with groundwater contamination, but
have reported significant improvements in their
air quality. Meanwhile, many of the reformu-
lated gasoline areas in California, the North-
east, and several other areas of the country,
chose to use MTBE. These areas are now re-
porting that about 80 percent of their drinking
water contains MTBE, which does not bio-
degrade and which the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) has classified as a poten-
tial human carcinogen.

For the last few years, California and other
parts of the country have sought to solve the
problem of MTBE groundwater contamination
by removing the oxygenate requirement alto-
gether. In fact, the State of California has peti-
tioned both the Clinton administration and the
Bush administration to grant a waiver to ex-
empt the entire State from the oxygenate re-
quirement. On June 12, the President opted to
deny this request citing that the EPA has de-
termined, time and again, that the addition of
oxygen to gasoline improves air quality by im-
proving fuel combustion and displacing more
toxic gasoline components.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the only prudent
way to address this problem correctly is to re-
place MTBE in the United States with ethanol.
Indeed, the transition for ethanol to reach Cali-
fornia drivers is expected to be neither long
nor difficult. It is my understanding that Cali-
fornia will need 600 million gallons of ethanol
annually to replace MTBE. Ethanol producers
currently have the capacity to supply 2 billion
gallons per year. This year alone, ethanol pro-
ducers have already begun the process of
shipping 150 million gallons to the State, cost-
effectively and with no transportation impedi-
ments. In fact, letters delivered to California on



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE1560 August 3, 2001
behalf of railroads, barge operators, ocean-
going ships, and California gasoline terminals
assure that ample shipping and storage ca-
pacity exists today to move ethanol from the
Midwest to California markets.

I agree with my colleagues that MTBE is a
danger to public health. That is why earlier
this year I introduced legislation that protects
the environment and public safety by totally
and immediately banning the use of MTBE as
a fuel additive across the United States. The
Clean Air Act has done a good job in curbing
dangerous emissions, and a key part of this
success has been the oxygenate requirement.
For the sake of keeping the air clean in Cali-
fornia and across the United States, we can-
not allow this requirement to be scaled back
or waived. Therefore, I urge my colleagues to
vote against the Cox amendment.
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ment and to provide for security and diver-
sity in the energy supply for the American
people, and for other purposes.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to H.R. 4, the Secur-
ing America’s Future Energy Act of 2001. This
bill grants expensive new subsidies to virtually
every energy sector without offsets and does
little to promote much cheaper energy effi-
ciency and renewable energy technologies.
This bill will cost $34 billion and because no
offsets are provided it will threaten the Medi-
care and Social Security trust funds.

This bill does nothing to relieve the suffering
of the citizens of California. California’s crisis
is a precursor of what is to come for the rest
of America as we fail to produce an energy
policy which is balanced. California consumers
paid $7 billion for electricity in 1999. In 2000,
that number went up to record highs and Cali-
fornians paid $27 billion for electricity. It is ex-
pected that the number could go up to $70 bil-
lion in 2001. I am concerned that minority
business owners in my district will suffer great-
ly due to the high costs of energy.

I am dismayed that this bill will do nothing
to stop the outrageous price gouging by out-
of-state energy producers to California con-
sumers. In fact, the administration and my Re-
publican colleagues are unwilling to carry out
its obligation to ensure that energy prices are
just and reasonable, claiming that uncontrolled
market prices are needed in order to increase
the energy supply. That’s like saying that we
must pay dairy farmers $300/gallon to produce
milk.

This bill will not provide one more kilowatt to
California this summer, prevent one less
minute of blackouts, or keep one less dollar
from being transferred from California into the
hands of the energy producers.

I am concerned about the environmental
ramifications of this energy bill. We must look
into renewable energy programs, rather than

reverse a decade old U.S. policy against re-
processing commercial nuclear fuel and allow
for new drilling on public lands without royalty
payments. This bill fails to guarantee a signifi-
cant increase in clean, renewable energy or
energy efficient products. For example, the bill
fails to require significant improvement in the
efficiency of air conditioners, and fails to ad-
dress peak power demands of other major ap-
pliances.

Moreover, we must amend this bill because
it would allow for drilling in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. Instead, we must utilize cur-
rent American sources that are already open
for drilling. After 6 years of energy inaction on
behalf of the Republican Congress, this bill fol-
lows the same old path: cast blame, insist on
extreme antienvironmental proposals, and de-
clare themselves powerless in offering relief to
Americans facing record-breaking energy price
increases.

I believe in a balanced, comprehensive and
cost-efficient energy program that meets
America’s energy needs through increased
production and efficiency that puts the inter-
ests of consumers first and protects the envi-
ronment. This omnibus energy package does
little to address America’s future energy needs
and I want to urge my colleagues to vote no
on H.R. 4.
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Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the managers Amendment
and HR 4 which does not really secure Amer-
ica’s energy future at all. This bill is a bad bill,
largely because it favors energy exploration
and production at the expense of the environ-
ment and conservation. As we seek to secure
our country’s energy future as the title of this
bill refers, we must take into account the so-
cial and environmental costs of energy devel-
opment and also remember that negative im-
pacts on the environment in one part of our
world can also affect other, even far-off, parts
of the world.

Instead of securing America’s future, HR 4
threatens the future of Alaska’s and one of
this country’s most pristine and beloved nat-
ural resources. It cuts back on clean air stand-
ards, and opens up more public lands to min-
ing and drilling, while relieving the oil compa-
nies, which already have registered
humungous profits, of their responsibility for
paying the American people what they owe for
the right to drill on our lands.

Mr. Chairman, on ANWR, what those who
support drilling there do not say, is that 95%
of the Alaskan wilderness is available for drill-
ing. We must preserve this fragile and impor-
tant small 5% in the Wildlife Refuge and use
the rest to drill to increase our oil and natural

gas supply, and still create the jobs our work-
ers need.

Mr. Chairman, the Resources Committee,
on which I serve as Ranking Member of the
National Parks and Public Lands Sub-
committee, reported an Energy bill, two weeks
ago, which represented nothing more than a
‘‘grab bag of goodies’’ for the big oil compa-
nies and an unprecedented assault on our
country’s precious natural resources.

During consideration of the bill, I supported
a substitute amendment offered by the Rank-
ing Democrat, Mr. RAHALL that provided a far
better solution to the concerns over energy
production in our country. This amendment
would have ensured that more domestic en-
ergy is introduced into the domestic market,
would relieve transmission constraints for our
western States, encouraged renewable energy
on federal lands, assured fairness in oil royal-
ties, and protect our environment and our na-
tion’s monuments and parks.

The Rahall substitute would have also pro-
vided for a significant number of new jobs by
facilitating the construction of the Alaska Nat-
ural Gas Pipeline originally authorized in 1976.
This provision would enhance the delivery of
35 trillion cubic feet of natural gas already dis-
covered in existing development fields, and
the Rahall substitute would require that a
project labor agreement govern construction
activities on the pipeline.

Sadly, Mr. Chairman, the Rules Committee
prevented Mr. RAHALL and other Democrats
from offering perfecting amendments, which
means that much of what the Rahall substitute
would have provided, will not be allowed
today.

H.R. 4, does include one aspect of the Ra-
hall substitute which would update a nearly
twenty-year-old assessment of energy impor-
tation, consumption, and alternative indige-
nous sources that can be used by insular
areas. A new part of this reassessment will be
a recommendation and a plan to protect en-
ergy transmission and distribution lines from
the effects of hurricanes and typhoons. The
amendment also gives the Interior Secretary
the authority to fund such recommendations.

We are all aware of the tragedy and de-
struction a hurricane or typhoon brings once it
reaches land. The majority of Americans be-
come aware of such a storm when it heads up
the eastern seaboard or makes it way inland
from the Gulf of Mexico. They are awesome
and dangerous. And there is not much that
can be done when it is headed your way.
Those of us whose districts have been in the
path of such storms can attest to the devasta-
tion.

The Virgin Islands are affected by the
strongest of storms, like Georges and Hugo
that eventually make their way to the U.S.
mainland. But we are also all too frequently a
target for lesser known hurricanes that never
make it out of the Caribbean Basin but still
manage to inflict just as much damage as
those that reach Florida.

Some of the costliest destruction during
these events in the Virgin Islands and the
other offshore areas is to electrical infrastruc-
ture. Island-wide outages are common in the
wake of a storm because our lines are not as
hardened as they could be from a storm’s
strength. Ideally, in any location that experi-
ences as much hurricane activity as my dis-
trict, transmission lines should be buried un-
derground. To have the majority of our elec-
trical lines above ground poses a great threat
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to residents during storms and makes our sys-
tem vulnerable and costly to repair.

While I appreciate the recognition of the vul-
nerability of the Insular Areas energy supply to
natural disasters, in H.R. 4, I remain opposed
to the bill as a whole because of its over-reli-
ance on energy production at the expense of
pristine areas of our environment, as well as
large tax breaks it provides to energy compa-
nies who are enjoying record profits. I hope
that we can provide this relief to my district
and others through another legislative vehicle.

H.R. 4 also leaves rural America behind. I
ask that the attached statement from the Na-
tional Rural Electric Cooperatives Association
be included in the RECORD.

Mr. Chairman, this is not the way to secure
America’s future, I urge my colleagues to op-
pose both this ‘‘figleaf’’ amendment and H.R.
4.
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Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4 does
very little to help the average U.S. consumers
who need to put fuel in their cars to get to
work, or who need to cool their homes in the
summertime. It does even less for the state of
California that has been gouged by energy
generators while the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission (FERC)—the federal body
responsible for regulating the transmission and
sale of wholesale electricity—has sat idle. The
bill does however provide an enormous wind-
fall for some of the planet’s greatest polluters
seeking to make even bigger profits at the ex-
pense of the U.S. taxpayer, and at the ex-
pense of a cleaner environment. This bill is
too expensive, spending nearly $37 billion in
new tax breaks without providing offsets, and
it dips further into the Medicare and Social Se-
curity Trust Funds which Members of both
sides of the aisle have agreed to protect.

The nuclear power industry alone will re-
ceive $2.7 billion in tax breaks and spending
subsidies on what amounts to nothing more
than pork barrel spending. $1.9 billion of this
tax break, originally reserved for state-regu-
lated utilities with nuclear assets, will now be
conferred to unregulated private nuclear enti-
ties seeking to increase their profit margin.

Although the General Accounting Office
(GAO) has reported waste and mismanage-
ment of the $2.4 billion Clean Coal Tech-
nology Program (CCTP), this Congress wants
to squander another $3.3 billion in tax benefits
for a very similar program. Add this to the var-
ious research and development tax breaks in
the bill and the coal industry will see a $6 bil-
lion Christmas gift in August.

The biggest beneficiaries of the energy bill
are the oil and gas industries, which will re-
ceive $24 billion in tax breaks. The oil and gas

industries are experiencing a period of tremen-
dous profits. Instead of regulating these indus-
tries to ensure that they don’t take advantage
of flawed de-regulated electricity states such
as California, we are giving them further tax
breaks to increase profits without imposing
any additional federal oversight. This bill re-
wards the Texas oil producers for gouging
California’s electricity consumers but does
nothing to guarantee that the price gouging
will cease.

This bill further rewards companies with a
particularly egregious provision that allows
royalty-free oil drilling on federal lands. Cur-
rently, oil companies pay royalty fees to the
federal government on the oil derived from the
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). However, H.R.
4 will change that. The bill provides royalty re-
lief to major oil and gas companies seeking
new leases on the Outer Continental Shelf in
the Gulf of Mexico. Under the royalty exemp-
tion, the Interior Secretary would be required
to give as much as 52.5 million barrels of oil
royalty-free, costing Americans at least $7.4
billion that the government would have re-
ceived in those fees. Although proponents of
this provision will tell you that it will encourage
domestic oil exploration, there is no evidence
that these companies would suspend drilling in
the Gulf without such relief. This provision is
nothing more than another handout to an in-
dustry that gets more than its fair share of tax
relief.

Finally, this bill doesn’t do nearly enough to
protect our environment. We have an oppor-
tunity to slow domestic fuel consumption, in-
crease conservation and improve our environ-
ment by increasing the corporate average fuel
economy (CAFE) standards. The CAFE pro-
gram dictates the average miles per gallon
(mpg) that passenger cars and light-duty
trucks sold in the United States must meet.
Unfortunately, the ‘‘compromise’’ that was
reached on the CAFE standards was nothing
more than an insincere fig leaf.

The compromise calls for five billion gallons
in gasoline savings over a six-year period.
While this might sound like a genuine attempt
to decrease fuel consumption, it translates to
a mere six days worth of oil consumption for
the U.S. To achieve that would require an in-
crease in the fuel economy of cars and trucks
of only about I mile per gallon—an increase
that, considering how far fuel economy has
fallen in recent years due to increased sales
of SUVs and pickups, would improve effi-
ciency only to the level we achieved in the
early 1980’s. The National Academy of
Sciences just this week reported that fuel
economy improvements could further reduce
U.S. dependence on foreign oil. Our fuel econ-
omy standards should reflect a developed na-
tion, leading in technological advances in the
21st century. But the meager CAFE increase
proposed in H.R. 4 reflects a nation unwill-
ing—not unable— to provide global leadership
for fossil fuel conservation and a cleaner envi-
ronment.

Regrettably, my colleagues did not seek a
truly bipartisan energy bill that would encour-
age conservation and renewable energy gen-
eration; and contain manipulation of the en-
ergy spot market by the electricity generators.
Instead, they chose to take a shortsighted ap-
proach to help some of their leading campaign
contributors at the expense of our environ-
ment.

I urge my colleagues to protect the environ-
ment, and protect the Social Security and
Medicare Trust Funds. Vote no on H.R. 4.
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The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
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ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4,
the so called SAFE Act, that opens the Coast-
al Plains of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
(ANWR) to oil drilling, provides mandatory re-
lief for offshore producers in the Gulf of Mex-
ico, and provides tax breaks for oil and gas
exploration. Simply put, H.R. 4 increases oil
supply instead of researching and developing
alternative, renewable energy sources and
conservation. This bill includes tax credits and
deductions of $33.5 billion over 10 years with
no offsets. Passage of this bill will invade the
Medicare surplus. We are on a dangerous
path towards the deficit spending that we
spent the last 8 years fighting to eliminate it.

ANWR is home to more than 200 species
that use the coastal plains as a breeding and
migratory habitat. U.S. geological reports are
inconclusive as to how much oil will actually
be available within the coastal plains, and
even if drilling were to begin today, it will be
more than a decade before useable oil will be
produced. H.R. 4 does not address the fact
that oil produced right now on Alaska’s North
Slope is currently being exported to Japan and
Asia. If we are trying to increase supply, why
not ban exports on all our oil currently pro-
duced in America?

H.R. 4 includes a provision to artificially en-
hance competitiveness of western federal coal
to give lessees the ability to control market
prices. Instead of requiring coal prospectors to
‘‘diligently develop’’ coal, H.R. 4 allows federal
coal lessees to withhold production at any
time without penalty. I wrote this provision that
H.R. 4 is striking. Federal coal lessees already
produce 33 percent of U.S. coal consumption,
this ‘‘produce or withhold’’ option would allow
them to drive out competition and spike prices.
They could flood the market with coal when
they wanted and eliminate their competition or
they could withhold production in order to
raise prices. This provision gives an unfair ad-
vantage to current federal coal lessees and is
bad for consumers.

H.R. 4 provides an insufficient amount in
grants to develop alternative fuels, including
fuel cells, natural gas, hydrogen, propane and
ethanol. Ethanol should be a cornerstone of
America’s energy future. It is a clean burning,
renewable, biodegradable fuel that reduces
harmful greenhouse gasses when added to
gasoline as oxygenate. Ethanol is good for the
environment and production is vitally important
economic stimulus to our nation’s farmers.
Ethanol is also critical to American energy se-
curity, adding volume to a tight fuel supply and
will reduce consumer cost.
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There were 5 amendments offered on re-

newable fuels, but the Rules Committee made
every single one of them out of order. This is
not the way to help our farmers, our environ-
ment, and will not enhance our energy secu-
rity.
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The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4) to enhance en-
ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to H.R. 4, the Securing
America’s Future Energy (SAFE) Act of 2001.
I regret having to take this position because I
support the Energy and Commerce Committee
provisions of this bill, which were crafted in a
bipartisan manner under the leadership of
Chairman TAUZIN and Ranking Member DIN-
GELL, as well as the Energy and Air Quality
Subcommittee Chairman BARTON and Ranking
Member BOUCHER. Working together, the
members of the committee created a balanced
energy policy that recognizes the importance
of conservation and efficiency as well as in-
creased production from traditional sources of
energy, while improving our nation’s commit-
ment to alternative and renewable energy re-
sources. These efforts produced an excellent
first step toward addressing critical national
energy supply issues in an environmentally
sensitive manner, improving efficiency so as to
reduce waste, and ensuring our nation’s en-
ergy security for future generations.

The product of our committee’s bipartisan
work was combined with the sections reported
by other committees. Instead of having con-
servation and efficiency as its center, the leg-
islation added millions of dollars of tax benefits
for corporations involved with exploration and
production and distribution of energy supplies
with no guarantees that the savings will be
passed on to the American consumer. Several
provisions were added which threaten sen-
sitive environmental areas such as the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) and allow
the private sector to short circuit important en-
vironmental regulations. These provisions fun-
damentally alter the balance that was needed
to increase energy supply and protect the en-
vironment.

The process by which the bill was pieced to-
gether for floor consideration was also seri-
ously flawed. I worked with my colleagues in
the Energy and Commerce Committee, on
both sides of the aisle, to include important
provisions that will improve the energy effi-
ciency of the federal government through a
streamlining of the Federal Energy Manage-
ment Program (FEMP), saving taxpayers mil-
lions of dollars for years to come.

We created an innovative funding mecha-
nism called the Federal Energy Bank to estab-
lish a fund that would help federal agencies in-
vest in more efficient technologies and renew-

able resources, recouping the savings for rein-
vestment later on. We also included incentives
for production from renewable energy facilities
through revisions to the Renewable Energy
Production Incentive (REPI).

When H.R. 4 was presented for floor con-
sideration the Energy Bank provision, which
was unanimously approved by committee, was
missing, with no explanation of why other than
that the Office of Management and Budget
had concerns about the provision that had not
been raised during the three previous versions
of the legislation as it was developed in com-
mittee. After learning that those concerns
could be addressed with minor revisions, I of-
fered an amendment to clarify the language
for the floor, but it was not made in order by
the rule. As the details of the legislation came
to light, it was determined that other important
provisions contained in the Energy and Com-
merce Committee bill were removed without
consultation with committee members. Mr.
Speaker, legislation of this magnitude de-
serves complete and thorough review and the
rush to get the measure to the floor should not
supersede the good bipartisan work that was
performed in committee and thwart the public
policy gains that were made.

Increasing the fuel efficiency of passenger
vehicles and light trucks holds the greatest po-
tential to reduce consumption of fossil fuels
and emissions of harmful global greenhouse
gases, but the implications on the industry and
jobs requires a delicate balance on how we
best approach this problem. The Energy and
Commerce Committee took a first step toward
addressing improved fuel efficiency through
the requirement that the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) take
steps to decrease petroleum fuel consumption
of new vehicles manufactured between 2004
and 2010 by five billion gallons than otherwise
would have occurred. Because the rulemaking
process under existing law has been stalled
for the past six years we have lost the oppor-
tunity to approach increasing fuel efficiency at
a reasonable pace. We should continue to
work to increase the fuel efficiency of all vehi-
cles. The automakers have indicated repeat-
edly that they have the existing technology to
increase the fuel economy of their products
and plan to implement those improvements in
the near future. Making these changes to im-
prove automotive fuel efficiency and actually
affecting the number of these vehicles sold is
a different matter. Whether for safety, conven-
ience or performance reasons, Americans’
buying habits have trended strongly toward
larger sport utility vehicles (SUVs) and light
trucks. The public supports improved fuel
economy, but balanced with the desire to have
vehicles that meet their transportation needs.

The Energy and Commerce Committee pro-
visions also call for a report that will examine
alternatives to the current CAFÉ standard pol-
icy and requirements for each manufacturer to
comply with these standards for vehicles it
makes. The National Research Council report
suggests alternative means by which we could
achieve greater success at improving fuel effi-
ciency such as a system of tradeable credits
to augment the current CAFÉ requirement and
eliminating the differentiation between foreign
and domestic fleets. We should continue the
effort to examine how best to accomplish this
over the next several months and come back
to this issue once we have learned more
about the economic effects of the suggestions

that have been included in the report. Mr.
Speaker, we must follow through on our com-
mitment to make the provisions of this bill the
first step to increase the fuel efficiency of all
vehicles, not the last.

When considered as a whole, H.R. 4, is an
incomplete solution to our nation’s energy
needs which will harm the environment we are
charged with protecting. I cannot support such
an unbalanced and shortsighted energy strat-
egy, and I urge my colleagues to oppose this
bill.
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House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill. (H.R. 4) to enhance
energy conservation, research and develop-
ment and to provide for security and diver-
sity in the energy supply for the American
people, and for other purposes.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
opposition to the amendment.

There is a great deal at stake in this con-
troversy.

First is the damage that will be done to the
environment by air pollution if the most popu-
lous state in the union is given an exemption
from the oxygenate requirement under the re-
formulated gasoline program.

Second is the setback which will be given to
our efforts to become more energy self-suffi-
cient if this waiver is granted.

Third is the blow such a waiver will deal to
the Midwest economy.

Any rational national energy policy must in-
clude the development and usage of alter-
native sources of fuel—from wind to water,
sun to corn and beans—need to be explored,
cultivated and implemented more rigorously.
This amendment would move our energy pol-
icy in precisely the opposite direction.

From a Midwest view ethanol production
provides a much-needed boost for the rural
Midwestern economy. The USDA has deter-
mined ethanol production adds 25 to 30 cents
to the price of a bushel of corn, and, accord-
ing to a Midwestern Governor’s Conference
report, adds $4.5 billion to farm revenue annu-
ally, creates 195,200 jobs, brings in $450 mil-
lion in state tax revenues, improves our bal-
ance of trade by $2 billion, and saves the fed-
eral Treasury $3.6 billion annually.

Promoting the use of ethanol in reformu-
lated gasoline makes good sense environ-
mentally, geostrategically and economically.

Again, I urge a no vote on this amendment.
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consideration the bill (H.R. 4) to enhance en-
ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Ms. HOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have to
admit I’m a little surprised the Administration
has proposed an inadequate proposal to ad-
dress our long-term energy needs. After all,
both the President and Vice President have
extensive experience in the energy sector.
Quite frankly, I’d think they’d be a little more
creative in their vision of America’s future.

After all, a national energy policy is sup-
posed to be predicated on the assumption that
we need to increase supplies to mitigate de-
mand. And to some degree, the Administra-
tion’s plan is geared toward that end. How-
ever, given their experience in the energy sec-
tor, we ought to expect that.

But the cold hard fact is that the Administra-
tion sees drilling and mining as our only way
to address our predicament. Personally, I dis-
agree with the Vice President—conservation
isn’t a personal virtue. It’s not only a proven
method to increase energy supplies, but the
costs to the taxpayer to fund research in this
field is a drop in bucket compared to the huge
taxpayer-funded subsidies this legislation
bestows on traditional industries.

Unfortunately, instead of debating a reason-
able and prudent legislation, we have forfeited
that option. Instead of making tough choices,
we have before us a bill that too heavily fo-
cuses on oil, coal, and nuclear energy. This
Administration simply isn’t worried about giving
equal consideration to promoting and encour-
aging energy efficiency, renewable energy,
and conservation.

That’s unfortunate for a variety of reasons.
Not only does it defy common sense, but it
defies a Department of Energy report issued
last November demonstrating increased effi-
ciency and renewable energy can meet 60
percent of the nation’s need for new electric
power plants over the next 20 years. Yet the
recommendations in the report are nowhere to
be found in this legislation.

Moreover, this bill grants billions in new tax
breaks for the oil and coal industries—all of
this in the wake of record profits for industry
and record-high energy bills for consumers.
Why are we providing ‘‘royalty relief’’ to the oil
industry when, as the Wall Street Journal re-
cently reported, the industry currently has
more money than it can manage to spend?
Why do they need royalty relief when they are
making billions of dollars in profits from oil that
is pumped from public lands and are more fi-
nancially stable than ever before?

Finally, in this bill is a provision that author-
izes oil production in the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge (ANWR). According to proponents
of this provision, we need to drill in ANWR as
a solution to our energy crisis.

Unfortunately, facts are stubborn, and the
truth is we could have done more to lower our
dependence on foreign oil by passing the
Boehlert/Markey amendment that would have
increased fuel efficiency in SUV’s than we
could ever get from pumping every drop of oil
from the coastal plain in ANWR. For a bill de-
signed to reduce our reliance on foreign oil, it
seems strange to me that the sponsors of this
bill would object to raising gas mileage stand-
ards. Doing so is not only completely feasible,
but once completely implemented this step
would reduce our oil consumption by hundreds

of millions of barrels a year. But the amend-
ment failed and again we regress.

As such, I urge my colleagues to vote
against this bill and let’s work to create a com-
prehensive energy bill that is truly one for the
21st Century.
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ment and to provide for security and diver-
sity in the energy supply for the American
people, and for other purposes.

Mr. WATTS. Mr. Chairman, the House of
Representatives today is considering a com-
prehensive energy strategy to provide clean,
affordable and available energy to all Ameri-
cans. The president has put forth a sound ini-
tiative to meet our energy needs after eight
years of neglect by the previous Administra-
tion. The House today is considering a for-
ward-looking plan that confronts the energy
crunch head-on and offers real solutions to
our energy shortage, volatile prices and our
dependent on foreign oil.

The Securing America’s Future Energy
(SAFE) Act is a balanced approach of con-
servation and production. It is good for the
economy, as it will create jobs. It’s no wonder
the AFL–CIO and Teamsters’ unions have
thrown their support to our ideas. They, like
many working Americans, know the value and
importance of domestic energy production.

The SAFE Act helps modernize our aging
energy infrastructure. In California, which has
faced some of the most severe energy short-
ages in the country this year, they went with-
out a new power plant for nearly twenty years.
Playing catch-up should not be considered an
energy strategy. We need 38,000 miles of new
natural gas pipelines to move enough fuel to
supply our energy needs. The SAFE Act will
look ahead to the future and plan for the en-
ergy needs of today and tomorrow.

We should not wait for another crisis to for-
mulate an energy plan. The time is now to
correct the mistakes of the past and lay down
sensible groundwork for the future. Reliable,
affordable and environmentally clean energy
should be first and foremost on our agenda. I
urge the House to pass the SAFE Act.
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House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill, (H.R. 4) to enhance
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ment and to provide for security and diver-

sity in the energy supply for the American
people, and for other purposes.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, only a few
short months ago, the members of this House
passed, one of the largest tax cuts in over a
decade. Now here we are again, debating an
energy bill that is as fiscally irresponsible. Just
two days ago, the U.S. Treasury announced
that it will be forced to borrow $51 billion to
pay for the tax rebate checks, instead of pay-
ing down the debt as previously planned. The
New York Times also cited the Bush Adminis-
tration as saying that the surplus for this fiscal
year could fall by $120 billion below the Janu-
ary estimate. No matter how we slice it, the
fact remains that the U.S. Government simply
doesn’t have enough surplus funds to pay for
the recently passed tax cut as well as the tax
breaks contained in H.R. 4.

Furthermore, H.R. 4 does little to solve
America’s long-term energy challenges. Its pri-
mary focus is on developing non-renewable
fuel sources, such as oil, natural gas, and
coal, with a lesser emphasis on energy con-
servation and renewables. H.R. 4 gives over
$33 billion to energy companies in the form of
tax breaks, all at taxpayer expense. About
two-thirds of this tax break goes to oil and gas
companies whose profits are at all-time record
highs and some of whom have so much sur-
plus cash they haven’t yet figured out how to
spend it all.

From 1999 to 2000, profits for the five larg-
est U.S. oil companies rose 146%, from $16
billion to $40 billion. Exxon-Mobil reported
yearly profits of $17.7 billion. A July 30, 2001,
Wall Street Journal article reported that,
‘‘Royal Dutch/Shell Oil said it was pumping out
about $1.5 million in profit an hour and sitting
on more than $11 billion in the bank.’’ Even
personal salaries for energy executives have
skyrocketed. Yearly compensation for execu-
tives at the largest energy companies selling
power to California rose an average of 253%,
with one top executive collecting over $100
million alone. With unprecedented increases in
oil company profits, the industry clearly does
not need financial assistance from Uncle Sam.

Not only is H.R. 4 fiscally unsound, but its
provisions allowing drilling in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) reflect an utter
disregard for the preservation of America’s last
remaining untouched wilderness. ANWR is a
pristine region, teeming with a wide variety of
plant and animal species. To believe that we
could drill in ANWR without causing irrevers-
ible environmental damage is, at best, overly
optimistic. As recently as last month, a cor-
roded pipeline in an Alaskan oil field erupted,
causing 420 gallons of crude oil to spill onto
Alaskan tundra. This spill is but one of many
that have occurred in the 95% of Alaska’s
North Slope that has already been opened to
oil development.

According to the U.S. Geological Survey,
ANWR contains about 3.2 to 5.2 billion barrels
of economically recoverable crude oil. Since
the U.S. consumes about 19 million barrels of
oil daily, or almost 7 billion barrels of oil annu-
ally, even with drilling at top efficiency, the
coastal plain would only supply about 2% of
America’s oil demand. Additionally, if the total
amount of oil in this area could be extracted
all at once and the ANWR oil was used as the
primary oil supply for the U.S., it would only
last about 6 to 8 months. Destroying our envi-
ronmental treasures in search of a quick fix to
our energy needs is not the right course of ac-
tion.
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During debate on this bill, we will also con-

sider an amendment to increase fuel efficiency
standards for light trucks and sport utility vehi-
cles (SUVs). Currently, the minimum average
mileage per gallon (mpg) standard is 20.7
mpg for the fleet of SUV’s produced by an
automaker in a given year. The amendment
would increase this to 26 mpg by 2005 and
then to 27.5 mpg by 2007. This standard has
not been changed in five years, and it is time
that we allow it to be increased. While the un-
derlying bill would decrease gasoline use by 5
billion gallons between the year 2004 and
2010, this amendment would create a savings
of 40 billion gallons of gasoline over that same
period. The amendment would increase the
minimum average fuel efficiency standard of
all cars and light trucks by only 1.3 mpg over
what the industry actually produced back in
1987.

Opponents of this proposal claim that rais-
ing these standards is not feasible and would
result in a decrease in safety to SUV pas-
sengers. However, this is not the case. In fact,
a competition recently sponsored by General
Motors and the Department of Energy illus-
trates this point. Various engineering schools
across the country competed to increase the
fuel efficiency of one of the larger SUV’S, a
Chevrolet Suburban. The winner, University of
Wisconsin at Madison, increased the fuel effi-
ciency of this vehicle to 28.05 mpg while
maintaining the structural integrity and protec-
tions that vehicle affords.

In conclusion, passing H.R. 4 today would
be highly imprudent. America’s long-term en-
ergy needs would be better served with an en-
ergy policy that places greater emphasis on
energy conservation and renewable fuel tech-
nologies.
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Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 4. The most important action the
Federal Government can take to stabilize en-
ergy prices for the American consumer is to
develop and implement a coordinated, long-
range national energy policy. H.R. 4 is the re-
sult of the hard work of five congressional
Committees, who have incorporated conserva-
tion, environmental regulations, alternative en-
ergy sources, tax relief, and increased produc-
tion to produce a comprehensive national en-
ergy plan.

In the foreseeable future, domestic explo-
ration, and production of oil and natural gas
will have a critical impact on our country’s
economy, stability, and international relation-
ships. During the last 30 years, we have
watched OPEC coalesce, fractionalize, and
coalesce again. I do not think we will ever
have more than a superficial influence over

many of the OPEC nations. Libya, Algeria,
Iran, Nigeria, and Iraq are not what I would
call our allies. Why then should we place such
heavy reliance on them to meet our energy
needs?

The answer for the United States to the
supply manipulations by the OPEC cartel is
sufficient access to the best oil and natural
gas fields here at home. That’s why I strongly
support the lease sale of area 181, and other
tracts in the eastern gulf, and why I believe
now is the time to open up area 1002 in the
Arctic Coastal Plain of Alaska. While we may
never be completely self-reliant for oil supply,
we can make a dramatic difference by devel-
oping the resources domestically in a reason-
able and responsible fashion.

Though domestic production is an essential
part of the national energy policy, H.R. 4 ad-
dresses other variables that are vital to the full
implementation of a coherent national energy
plan. While most experts acknowledge that
natural gas represents an abundant energy re-
source for the future, we must ensure there
will be sufficient transmission capacity for this
uniquely North American product 10 years
from now. The regulatory obstacles to oper-
ating pipelines—much less constructing new
lines—are too numerous to count. H.R. 4 rec-
ognizes these obstacles and includes incen-
tives for companies to construct new lines and
add capacity that will increase the reliability of
America’s utility infrastructure

H.R. 4 creates a favorable tax climate that
encourages increased production while also
providing tax incentives for individuals and
businesses to increase their conservation ef-
forts.

H.R. 4 is a well balanced piece of legislation
that draws upon conservation efforts, in-
creased domestic production, and tax incen-
tives to develop the beginnings of a national
energy policy that will help decrease our de-
pendence on foreign energy sources and help
stabilize energy prices for the American con-
sumer.

f

SECURING AMERICA’S FUTURE
ENERGY ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. EARL POMEROY
OF NORTH DAKOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 1, 2001
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Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
to oppose H.R. 4, the SAFE Act, which taps
the Social Security and Medicare trust funds in
order to pay for new energy tax incentives.

Mr. Chairman, I support many of the provi-
sions in the SAFE Act. I am encouraged by a
number of initiatives that combine incentives
for enhanced production along with sensible
conservation measures. I particularly support
the investments in clean coal technology and
the tax credits for wind electricity production,
as North Dakota has an enormous supply of
lignite coal and the greatest potential for de-
velopment of wind powered generation in the

country. But I am not willing nor is it nec-
essary to invest in energy at the expense of
Social Security and Medicare.

I think it is inexcusable that the Rules Com-
mittee refused to allow consideration of an off-
set amendment to protect Medicare and Social
Security. I cannot support legislation that does
not contain ‘‘pay for’’ provisions when the re-
sult is a direct raid of the Social Security and
Medicare trust funds. That is unacceptable
and I see no other choice but to oppose this
bill.

I am also extremely disappointed that this
bill leaves out an important segment of energy
suppliers—public power suppliers and rural
electric cooperatives, which serve 25 percent
of the nation’s power consumers. It is only log-
ical that by including the maximum number of
market participants in generation of renewable
and clean energy production, we best equip
ourselves to meet these goals.

I strongly support meaningful energy legisla-
tion that will offer more options and better so-
lutions for my constituents and for all Ameri-
cans. But I will not rob Peter to pay Paul and
I oppose this raid on Medicare and Social Se-
curity. I am voting against the SAFE Act and
I encourage my colleagues to join me.
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The House in Committee of the Whole
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the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to offer comments on H.R. 4, the
Securing America’s Future Energy Act of
2001. However, first I would like to thank
House Science Committee Chairman BOEH-
LERT and Ranking Member HALL for their lead-
ership in producing a bipartisan energy bill
from the Committee.

The first hearing held by the Full Science
Committee in the 107th Congress was on the
issue of our nation’s energy future. It was ap-
propriate that the Committee review closely all
portions of the Administration’s energy plan in
light of the heavy burden placed on the fiscal
resources of the federal government because
of the $1.2 Trillion tax cut.

We can all agree that the United States
does need to develop a long-term national en-
ergy policy. Our nation’s energy priorities
should remain constant regardless of the
changing dynamics of energy supply. How-
ever, there are many facets to our nation’s en-
ergy needs.

This nation is comprised of producer states
and consumer states who must work together
in order to resolve future energy needs. The
energy portfolio for our nation must include
fossil fuels, renewables, and nuclear power.

The bill that is before us today is a compila-
tion of several efforts on the part of four sepa-
rate House Committees to craft a national en-
ergy plan. The Science Committee contributed
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to this effort through enhanced research and
development in oil and gas exploration, sup-
port of renewable energy, and increased op-
portunities for new technology on conserva-
tion, and a strong support of the environment.
Rather then this disregard of the environment,
we should work together to protect our pre-
cious environment.

I strongly believe that the best approach to
our nation’s energy needs is one of bipartisan
cooperation with a goal of ensuring long-term
commitments to a national energy plan that re-
ducing dependence on foreign sources of en-
ergy and enhances our Nation’s productivity.
For this reason, we must explore the potential
that renewable energy technologies have to
contribute to fulfilling an increasing part of the
nation’s energy demand and how that can
occur, while increasing the economies, that
can be reached through more efficient and en-
vironmentally sound extraction, transportation,
and processing technologies.

I had an amendment that was incorporated
into the final bill offered for inclusion into H.R.
4 that created a Secondary Electric Vehicle
Battery Use Program in the Department of En-
ergy. This new program is designed to dem-
onstrate the use of batteries previously only
used in transportation applications in sec-
ondary applications, including utility and com-
mercial power storage and power quality. The
program would also evaluate the performance
of these batteries, including their longevity of
useful service life and costs, as well as the re-
quired supporting infrastructure to support
their widespread use.

I found that at the ‘‘end-of-useful-life’’ of a
battery system that is used in an electric vehi-
cle (EV), that battery system still retains 80
percent of its initial capacity. However, the
battery system is no longer useful in the EV
because it has lost power capabilities that are
required to run the vehicle effectively. In many
electric utility applications, only the capacity
from a battery, not capability, is required. This
situation presents an opportunity for furthering
the use of electric vehicles while finding a sec-
ondary market for the batteries used for trans-
portation purposes.

The high vehicle prices for the initial series
of electric vehicles, along with a lack of con-
sumer familiarity and limited driving range,
have greatly restricted consumer acceptance
and prevent successful market penetration. In
turn, manufacturers refuse to produce greater
numbers of EVs, having reached conclusions
that the costs are too high and the market too
limited. The cycle of high costs and limited
sales is broken only if costs are reduced and/
or volume is increased dramatically. While it is
estimated that prices for batteries begin to fall
when the volume reaches 10,000 packs per
year, auto manufacturers believe that volume
alone cannot address the prohibitive costs of
advanced technology batteries necessary to
create consumer demand for EVs because the
materials needed for such batteries (e.g., nick-
el) are expensive. Currently, there are a total
of approximately 4,000 EVs on U.S. roads.

To assure volume sales of EVs, a dramatic
reduction in the cost of batteries is required.
An innovative approach to addressing this
issue may be to ‘‘extend’’ the life—or value—
of the batteries beyond vehicular use. Once
the batteries have been ‘‘used’’ in a vehicle,
there is an opportunity to refurbish, then ‘‘re-
use’’ the batteries in a stationary application.
For example, electric utilities could ‘‘re-use’’

EV battery packs in peak shaving, trans-
mission deferral, back-up power and trans-
mission quality improvement applications. If
successfully demonstrated for secondary, sta-
tionary-use applications, the effective price of
battery systems are projected to make EVs
more competitive.

I along with Members of the Congressional
Black Caucus have serious concerns regard-
ing the balance shown in the drafting of this
legislation. We must be sure to ensure the in-
terest of those who have the least in our soci-
ety. For this reason, the CBC sponsored a
number of amendments to H.R. 4.

Two of these amendments offered were to
ensure the Low-Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program (LIHEAP) continues to provide
help to those who are the most vulnerable in
our society. The first amendment would make
sure that all funds expended for LIHEAP in
this bill will remain available until used. This
amendment also adds report directives to a
GAO report being requested to include an as-
sessment of how a lack of energy conserva-
tion and efficiency education can impact on
energy conservation of program beneficiaries.
This amendment would also request that infor-
mation on the conditions of structures that re-
ceive LIHEAP funds could impact energy effi-
ciency.

The initial GAO report only requested infor-
mation on how LIHEAP funds discourage en-
ergy conservation, and asks how direct pay-
ments not associated with energy needs may
effect energy conservation.

The second LIHEAP amendment would
allow program funds to be used to ensure the
retrofitting of homes that receive federal as-
sistance. This will address issues of structural
problems that often exist in the homes of
those who must sustain themselves on limited
and often inadequate incomes. This amend-
ment would allow homes in communities to re-
tain their tax value, which would benefit the
community as a whole. Often times homes are
in need of roof repair in order to be able to
place insulation.

Unfortunately, the Rules Committee only
found the LIHEAP amendment that produces
a GAO study in order for consideration by the
full House today. I would like to stress that as
we make our nation’s energy future more se-
cure, we must make sure that every American
household is secure in the fact that they have
access to affordable and reliable energy.

I believe that the effects of rising energy
prices have had and will continue to have a
chilling effect on our nation’s economy. Every-
thing we as consumers eat, touch or use in
our day to day lives have energy costs added
into the price we pay for the good or service.
Today, our society is in the midst of major so-
ciological and technical revolutions, which will
forever change the way we live and work. We
are transitioning from a predominantly indus-
trial economy to an information-centered econ-
omy. While our society has an increasingly
older and longer living population the world
has become increasingly smaller, integrated
and interdependent.

As with all change, current national and
international transformations present both dan-
gers and opportunities, which must be recog-
nized and seized upon. Thus, the question
arises, how do we manage these changes to
protect the disadvantaged, disenfranchised
and disavowed while improving their situation
and destroying barriers to job creation, small
business, and new markets?

One way to address this issue is to ensure
that this nation becomes energy independent
through the full utilization of energy sources
within our nation’s geographic influence.

Today there are more than 3,800 working
offshore platforms in the Gulf of Mexico, which
are subject to rigorous environmental stand-
ards. These platforms result in 55,000 jobs,
with over 35,000 of them located offshore. The
platforms working in federal waters also have
an excellent environmental record. According
to the United States Coast Guard, for the
1980–1999 period 7.4 billion barrels of oil was
produced in federal offshore waters with less
than 0.001 percent spilled. That is a 99.999
percent record for clean operations.

According to the Minerals Management
Service about 100 times more oil seeps natu-
rally from the seabed into U.S. marine waters
than from offshore oil and gas activities.

The Nation’s record for safe and clean off-
shore natural gas and oil operations is excel-
lent. And to maintain and improve upon this
excellent record, Minerals Management Serv-
ice continually seeks operational improve-
ments that will reduce the risks to offshore
personnel and to the environment. The Office
of Minerals Management constantly re-evalu-
ates its procedures and regulations to stay
abreast of technological advances that will en-
sure safe and clean operations, as well as to
increase awareness of their importance.

It is reported that the amount of oil naturally
released from cracks on the floor of the ocean
have caused more oil to be in sea water than
work done by oil rigs.

Most rigs under current Interior regulation
must have an emergency shutdown process in
the event of a major accident which imme-
diately seals the pipeline. Other safety fea-
tures include training requirements for per-
sonnel, design standards and redundant safe-
ty systems. Last year the Office of Minerals
Management conducted 16,000 inspections of
offshore rigs in federal waters.

In addition to these precautions each plat-
form always has a team of safety and environ-
mental specialists on board to monitor all drill-
ing activity.

These oil and gas rigs have become artifi-
cial reefs for crustaceans, sea anomie, and
small aquatic fish. These conditions have cre-
ated habitat for larger fish, making rigs a fa-
vored location to fish by local people.

I will be offering an amendment later today
with Congressman NICK LAMPSON to create a
reporting process to access the operation of
oil and gas wells off the coast of Texas and
Louisiana.

We can all agree that the United States
does need to develop a long-term national en-
ergy policy. Our nation’s energy priorities
should remain constant regardless of the
changing dynamics of energy supply. For this
reason, I hope that the process of completing
work on the bill will allow for open debate and
honest compromise.

f

SECURING AMERICA’S FUTURE
ENERGY ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. GEORGE W. GEKAS
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 1, 2001
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consideration the bill, (H.R. 4) to enhance
energy conservation, research and develop-
ment and to provide for security and diver-
sity in the energy supply for the American
people, and for other purposes.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
express my support for H.R. 4—The Securing
America’s Future Energy Act of 2001. This bill
will at long last define our national energy pol-
icy so that the United States will have an
ample, affordable and increasingly efficient en-
ergy supply for the future.

It is time that the American people declare
independence from foreign sources of energy.
We need to develop our own resources and
our own technology so that the economy and
security of the United States will not be ad-
versely affected by decisions of foreign energy
suppliers in the future.

Mr. Chairman, on March 20, 2000, in the
106th Congress, I introduced H.R. 4035, The
National Resource Governance Act of 2000
(the NRG Bill). The goal of this bill was to es-
tablish a commission that would investigate
U.S. dependence on foreign energy sources,
evaluate proposals that would make the
United States energy self-sufficient, explore al-
ternative energy sources, investigate areas
currently not being used for oil exploration and
expand drilling in areas such as the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Reserve and offshore. This com-
mission would then submit its findings and
recommendations to Congress and the Presi-
dent so that steps could be taken to design
and implement a national energy policy.

I introduced the NRG Bill because I believed
that our lack of a comprehensive national en-
ergy policy would lead to energy shortages
and a continued dependence on OPEC. My
concerns continued and on November 11,
2000 and again on October 4, 2000, I wrote
then-Energy Secretary Bill Richardson to
share with him some of my concerns and the
concerns of my constituents. Mr. Speaker, I
ask that the text of this letter be entered into
the RECORD.

NOVEMBER 1, 2000.
Hon. BILL RICHARDSON,
Secretary of Energy,
Forrestal Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: On October 4th, I
sent a letter to you asking for your response
to reports run in The Wall Street Journal
and other media suggesting that crude oil re-
leased by the Administration from the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) may in fact
be diverted to Europe. Assuming that the
SPR oil would not be diverted to Europe, I
further asked that you reconcile the appar-
ent disparities between the Administration’s
claim that tapping the SPR would forestall a
winter home heating oil crises in the North-
east United States, and independent reports
that the SPR oil would not even reach the
intended markets until early next year.

I am extremely disappointed that you have
not yet responded to these two basic, yet im-
portant questions. In my October 4th letter I
asked that you provide me with ‘‘an imme-
diate assessment’’ of the aforementioned
media reports. I specifically requested that
you provide me with a report ‘‘early next
week’’ so that I might convey the informa-
tion to my constituents who are preparing
themselves for the onset of winter weather.

Since my last letter to you, officials from
your Department have testified to Congress
about the President’s decision to tap the
SPR. I understand that acting Assistant Sec-
retary of Energy Robert S. Kripowicz ac-
knowledged, in one of those hearings, that
the release of 30 million barrels of crude oil

from the SPR may yield only an additional
250,000 barrels of home-heating oil for the
Northeast, including my state of Pennsyl-
vania, which face possible fuel shortages this
winter. If Mr. Kripowicz can provide answers
to Congress regarding the Administration’s
recent actions, I fail to understand why an
answer to my letter has not been forth-
coming.

Mr. Secretary, Pennsylvanians are afraid
that the United States has no energy policy.
We wonder how long we will continue to be
dependent on foreign sources of energy. Un-
fortunately, your failure to answer basic
questions about your Department’s actions
only serves to confirm those fears. Please
provide my office with a response to the
questions raised in my letter of October 4th,
by November 8th.

Very truly yours,
GEORGE W. GEKAS,

Member of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, my letters went unanswered
as did the concerns of so many Americans
worried about energy prices, supply, the envi-
ronment and national security. Unfortunately,
my concerns became a reality. This past win-
ter we saw what the lack of a comprehensive
national energy policy meant to the people of
California as they experienced unannounced
rolling blackouts. We also saw the implications
of high gasoline and energy prices on our
economy. H.R. 4 will define a national energy
policy that will avert such situations in the fu-
ture.

Today, I not only rise to support H.R. 4, the
Securing America’s Future Energy Act of
2001, but I rise to commend President Bush,
Vice President Cheney and the rest of the
members of the National Energy Policy Devel-
opment Group for their leadership in proposing
a much needed national energy policy. The
development and implementation of this bold
and innovative policy will certainly insure that
the United States will be less dependent on
foreign sources of energy, be more efficient
and thus more environmentally sensitive, and
will also provide every American with access
to ample and affordable energy.
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The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill. (H.R. 4) to enhance
energy conservation, research and develop-
ment and to provide for security and diver-
sity in the energy supply for the American
people, and for other purposes.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 4, Securing America’s
Future Energy Act.

First, let me commend President Bush for
his leadership and the committees in the
House who have worked on this most impor-
tant national priority.

Mr. Chairman, gas prices are down, and so
far this summer in New Jersey, the lights have
stayed on. But make no mistake about it, we
have an energy crisis in America. Many fami-
lies face energy bills two to three times higher
than they were a year ago. Millions of Ameri-

cans find themselves dealing with rolling
blackouts. Employers are laying off workers to
absorb the rising cost of energy. Even families
vacationing across America this summer may
have noticed a new ‘‘energy’’ surcharge
tacked onto their motel bills.

Let’s face it, we live and work in a nation
that demands more energy than we can ade-
quately supply. We are a nation that relies on
fossil fuels, and whether we think that’s good
or bad, it’s not going to change. Oil, gas and
coal fuel our nation. In fact, 52% of our na-
tion’s electricity is generated in power plants
that burn coal, 20% of our nation’s electricity
is nuclear powered, and 18% of America’s
lights are turned on thanks to natural gas.

We won’t go from huge gas-guzzling SUV’s
to small, electric vehicles overnight. Nor will
we unplug our computers and televisions, and
run our homes and businesses on solar en-
ergy just because someone says that’s a wise
thing to do. It’s just not realistic. What is real-
istic, however, is the fact that we can be
smarter and more efficient about the way we
produce and consume energy.

That’s why I applaud President Bush for his
leadership on the issue of energy. You and I
may not agree with each and every proposal
he has put forth, but one thing we can all
agree on is the fact that we need a com-
prehensive strategy to ensure a steady supply
of affordable energy for America’s homes,
businesses and industries.

President Bush has called for such an en-
ergy policy, one that is balanced, long term
and provides answers that will ensure the
United States has that safe, stable and reli-
able national energy supply we so desperately
need.

Congress worked hard to shape the Presi-
dent’s vision. It is important to keep in mind
that this problem was created as a result of
eight years of neglect and ‘‘knee-jerk’’ reac-
tions to various energy crises ‘‘of the mo-
ment.’’ Thus, since this crisis worsened over
many years, there is no overnight solution to
our nation’s energy woes. Furthermore, once
our strategic plan is implemented, it will re-
quire constant monitoring. We will need to up-
date the plan as new technology is developed
and alternative energy sources are found. But
having a plan already in place will make it
easier to make necessary adjustments in the
way our nation produces and uses energy.

The President’s plan has many components.
Among the provisions Congress is addressing
are funding increases for the Low Income
Home Energy Assistance Program, setting
stricter standards for energy use in Federal
buildings, and offering tax credits for con-
sumers, home and business owners that focus
on energy conservation, reliability and produc-
tion. A large part of the President’s plan calls
for funding increases to improve conservation
efforts, reduce energy consumption and to en-
courage research and development of renew-
able energy, oil, gas, coal and nuclear energy.
He also wants us to focus on the development
of the most promising new sources of clean
energy, including hydrogen, biomass, and al-
ternative fueled vehicles. These are just a few
examples of the many areas in energy
science, conservation and public assistance
we will be addressing over the coming
months.

For my part, you should know that I serve
on the Appropriations Subcommittee which
oversees the budget for the Department of En-
ergy. In that role, I have and will continue to
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support increased funding for research, devel-
opment and greater consumer use of renew-
able energy. Over the last 7 years the Federal
government has invested some $2.2 billion in
renewable energy. I also remain a steadfast
supporter of fusion energy research, much of
which is conducted in New Jersey at Princeton
University. Fusion energy has the potential to
become an unlimited, safe, environmentally
friendly, affordable energy source. I appreciate
the budget support, some $240 million this
year for continued research, from the Presi-
dent and Secretary of Energy, Spencer Abra-
ham.

As a nation, we want the lights to come on
whenever we flip the switch. We expect our
computers to run and the air conditioning to
work. Fortunately for New Jerseyans, unlike
our fellow Americans in California, our power
still flows—the lights come on, the computer
runs and the air conditioning works. This is in
large part due to the fact that most of New
Jersey’s electric power is generated by nu-
clear energy—75 percent of our electricity
comes to us thanks to nuclear power. Nuclear
energy has come a long way. It’s proven to be
safe, stable and reliable. But much of our na-
tion does not have the benefit of such an
abundant, reliable source of energy and that’s
exactly why we need a comprehensive na-
tional energy plan. As a nation, we cannot af-
ford any more ‘‘California’’ crises.

The bottom line is America must be energy
self-sufficient. Currently, our nation imports
over 55% of the oil we consume from foreign
oil cartels. This must change. When more than
half of our energy needs comes from foreign
sources, particularly OPEC, that alone is a se-
curity risk. We need more American oil, more
American gas, and more use of American
clean-coal technology, to name just a few.
This is the only way to guarantee an uninter-
rupted supply of energy when we need it. But
this drive to produce more energy domestically
does not mean that energy development and
environmental priorities cannot co-exist. They
must. There must be a balance between en-
ergy development and the protection of our
environment. For the record, when I say bal-
ance is needed, I mean drilling in the Alaskan
National Wildlife Refuge, or off the coasts of
New Jersey or Florida are not options.

Obviously energy has enormous implica-
tions for large and small businesses, home-
owners, our economy, environment, and our
national security. Under the President’s lead-
ership, I am confident that we will better man-
age America’s energy problems. It won’t be
easy and there will be many disagreements.
No one person, or no one political party, has
all the answers. That’s why the debate in Con-
gress on America’s energy plan for the 21st
Century is so important. And, part of our obli-
gation is to listen to our constituents and edu-
cate all Americans about the reality of our en-
ergy situation, and what it will actually take to
improve it.

Mr. Chairman, the situation is not as ‘cut
and dry’ as some people on both sides of the
issue would like to make it. We cannot simply
throw caution to the wind and build pipelines
all over the place, and drill for oil or gas any-
where the oil companies want. Neither can we
simply oppose an energy plan because we are
pure environmentalists. The reality is we are a
nation of homeowners, commuters and com-
puter users—we consume energy in practically
everything we do. That’s why I am working to

provide the necessary balance to our energy
plan that will help us better manage our en-
ergy production and consumption. There’s no
way to escape it—we need a strategy on en-
ergy, and that’s exactly what we are working
on. At the same time, we can ill-afford to give
up on our historic obligation to our children to
protect our nation’s air, water, wildlife and
open spaces.

We can, and will, do both.
Again, Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 4 and

urge my colleagues to do the same.
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The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4) to enhance en-
ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong op-
position to this bill. This bill does not enhance
our security: it endangers it. It does not protect
our environment: it threatens it.

Increasing global warming does not en-
hance our security. Increasing our reliance on
nuclear power plants and creating more nu-
clear waste does not enhance our security.
Making only token changes in fuel economy
standards does not enhance our security.

This bill does not enhance our security. In-
stead it jeopardizes wilderness, ignores con-
sumers, and rewards the fossil fuel industry at
the public expense.

This bill subsidizes the oil industry and gives
billions in tax breaks to oil producers in an age
of record-breaking profits.

In contrast, it does nothing for California
consumers and taxpayers who have paid bil-
lions in unjust and unjustified energy costs.

Instead of promoting cost-based rates and
badly needed refunds, it increases tax breaks
and handouts for the oil, coal, and nuclear in-
dustries.

When Minority Leader DICK GEPHARDT and
other members of Congress came to my dis-
trict of Oakland, California, they saw the faces
of this crisis. They heard from small business
owners who face potential bankruptcy. They
heard from persons with disabilities for whom
blackouts are nightmares and rising bills are
an impossible expense. They heard from
school administrators who have been forced to
divert money from much needed textbooks,
teacher salaries, and instructional supplies to
paying energy costs. They heard from the
people of California who have been paying the
price in this crisis for the last year.

Electricity cannot be treated as any other
commodity. We cannot force Americans to
choose between paying their utility bills and
their grocery bills. Between electricity and rent.
Between power and prescriptions. Those
choices are simply unacceptable.

Nor can we choose to destroy irreplaceable
wilderness for short-term gain. There are sim-
ply places on earth that are too fragile, too
vulnerable, and too special to drill for oil. The

Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is one of those
places.

I strongly oppose this bill and I urge you to
protect America’s wilderness and to protect
America’s consumers and vote against this
bill.
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The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4) to enhance en-
ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, much
like the Nation, the U.S. territories are headed
down a dangerous path. Our energy demands
are outpacing supply, resulting in blackouts,
high fuel prices, and increasing dependence
on foreign energy sources.

These problems will only grow worse as
electricity consumption continues to grow. Al-
though we are hard pressed to pass legisla-
tion to address these issues, we must be
mindful of the impact unbalanced legislation
will have on our economy and our overall
quality of life. We must pass legislation that of-
fers a balance environmentally, socially, eco-
nomically, and cognizant of national security
and energy objectives.

Developing a sound national energy policy
presents a compelling challenge. It requires
balancing policies to encourage energy con-
servation, efficiency, and supply. H.R. 4, the
Securing America’s Future Energy (SAFE) Act
fails to create this balance.

H.R. 4 fails to include a provision to explore
the possibility of Ocean Thermal Energy Con-
version (OTEC) as a renewable energy
source. It is our responsibility to explore every
possible source of renewable energy available
and OTEC is a viably option. OTEC can help
meet future energy needs for the nation, and
it may also be the most viable alternative for
the U.S. insular areas.

Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion (OTEC)
is an energy technology that converts solar ra-
diation to electric power. OTEC systems use
the ocean’s natural thermal gradient—the fact
that the ocean’s layers of water have different
temperatures—to drive a power producing
cycle. As long as the temperatures between
the warm surface and the cold deep water dif-
fers about 20 degrees Celsius, an OTEC sys-
tem can produce a significant amount of
power. The oceans are thus a vast renewable
resource, with the potential to help produce
billions of watts of power.

The economics of energy production today
have delayed the financing of a permanent,
continuously operating OTEC plant. However,
OTEC is very promising as an alternative en-
ergy resource for tropical island communities
that rely heavily on imported fuel.

OTEC plants in tropical island communities
could provide islanders with much needed
power, as well as desalinated water and a va-
riety of mariculture products. Because most in-
sular areas are dependent on the importation
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of foreign fuel supplies, there is a relatively
high cost of diesel-generated electricity. OTEC
can be a cost effective source for the pacific
islands.

In addition to hydroelectricity, geothermal
and the other renewable resources listed in
H.R. 4, Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion
(OTEC) must also be considered as a renew-
able energy source.
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The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4) to enhance en-
ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the Securing America’s Fu-
ture Energy Act of 2001 ( H.R. 4). H.R. 4 rep-
resents the first comprehensive national en-
ergy policy considered by this House in more
than a decade. The President’s energy policy
will put in place a long-term plan that will pro-
vide power to America for generations to
come.

In my district in California, my family and my
constituents are suffering from the dramatic
rise in electricity prices. Sadly, we have
learned the consequences of not having a
long-term plan to produce energy. The failure
of the last decade by the Clinton administra-
tion, combined with the failure of the Davis ad-
ministration in California to develop a reason-
able long-term energy plan, created this dis-
aster.

The failed policy they embraced is the policy
of the radical environmentalists. These groups
promote an energy plan based on fantasy.
They oppose nuclear power, hydropower, oil,
gas, coal, natural gas, and in some cases
even wind power. They cling to the failed be-
lief that we can magically make energy without
action. There should be no question that this
is a strategy of failure, of skyrocketing costs
and blackouts.

I support solar power. I believe that solar
power research can and will help us address
our future energy needs. Nevertheless, com-
mercial solar power is not available today.

I also believe that fusion power will help us
meet our energy needs of the future. I am
working closely with the gentlelady from Cali-
fornia, Ms. LOFGREN, in pushing a fusion en-
ergy research bill, which the Science Com-
mittee included in H.R. 4, that will set us on
the course to commercial development of fu-
sion power. But fusion power is not available
today.

I believe that conservation will help us solve
our energy problems. Which is why I am the
sponsor, with the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, Mr. MARKEY, of the Energy Efficient
Buildings Incentives Act (H.R. 778). This com-
monsense bipartisan bill provides incentives
for conservation and energy efficiency. I am
proud that portions of my bill are included in
H.R. 4. I am also proud that the President’s

plan promotes responsible conservation meth-
ods.

Yes, as we in California have learned, we
must increase the supply of safe, reliable do-
mestic energy while promoting a clean, safe
and healthy environment. Our Nation’s energy
problems must be addressed by increasing
supplies of traditional fossil fuels, developing
alternative sources of energy, and improving
conservation. It will not be easy and it will not
be quick. However, we have the technology
and the resources to meet our energy needs
for decades, even centuries to come. At the
same time, we can ensure a clean environ-
ment as a legacy for our children. The Presi-
dent’s balanced, comprehensive national en-
ergy policy will strengthen our economy, lower
consumer prices, create jobs and protect the
environment. We should pass H.R. 4 today.

f

SECURING AMERICA’S FUTURE
ENERGY ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. CHARLES W. ‘‘CHIP’’ PICKERING
OF MISSISSIPPI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 1, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4) to enhance en-
ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased that the House is considering H.R. 4
today. This legislation is the first step in the
development of a comprehensive national en-
ergy strategy.

Included in H.R. 4 is an amendment I of-
fered at the full committee markup to have the
Department of Energy conduct a study and re-
view of the Federal Energy Savings Perform-
ance Contract Program. This program is an
existing and innovative program that provides
Federal agencies the opportunity to fund the
installation of necessary energy efficiency
measures. As the single largest consumer of
energy, our Federal government facilities offer
a significant opportunity to help us meet one
of our national energy goals—increased effi-
ciency. Our experience has shown that many
of these government facilities have aging and
energy inefficient equipment that require mod-
ernization in order to allow them to operate at
peak efficiency.

We have learned over the past 10 years in
the implementation of this program, like so
many other government programs, that ‘‘one
size does not fit all.’’ I believe that there are
barriers and obstacles in current law and regu-
lations, including some unnecessary red tape
that prevents some Federal agencies from
participating in the program. If flexibility is in-
creased, this program could be used more ef-
fectively by Federal agencies. It is important
that we take a look at the program, determine
what barriers or obstacles exist, and imple-
ment appropriate changes. This provision pro-
vides for a 6-month review, report to Con-
gress, and requires the Department to imple-
ment appropriate changes to increase pro-
gram flexibility and effectiveness. As part of
this report and review, it is our intention that
the Department of Energy will consult with out-

side parties that have experience participating
and working within the program as well as
other Federal agencies.

I am hopeful that the end result of this effort
will keep us on the road to increasing our na-
tion’s energy efficiency, and that the Federal
government will indeed be a large contributor
to this effort.

f

SECURING AMERICA’S FUTURE
ENERGY ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. JERRY WELLER
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 1, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4) to enhance en-
ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Chairman, I am in support
of this important legislation. I want to thank
Chairman THOMAS of the Ways and Means
Committee, along with Chairman TAUZIN,
Chairman HANSEN, and Chairman BOEHLERT
for their efforts in getting this legislation to the
floor today.

I would like to speak in support of two spe-
cific provision included in H.R. 4. I am pleased
that this legislation includes the provisions of
a bill I introduced on June 13, 2001, the Save
America’s Valuable Resources Act (H.R.
2147). These provisions create a $2,000 tax
credit for individuals and businesses to en-
courage homeowners, builders and contrac-
tors to make energy efficiency improvements
to homes.

In order to qualify for the credit, homes must
be made 30% more energy efficient according
to the International Energy Conservation
Code, a private sector energy code used in
the United States. Except for the first $1,000
in expenditures which are exempt from certifi-
cation requirements, energy efficiency im-
provements must be certified by a utility com-
pany, a local building regulatory authority, a
manufactured home production inspection pri-
mary inspection agency or other specified enti-
ty to ensure that real and significant efficiency
improvements are made.

In 1998, homes accounted for nearly 20% of
all of the energy consumed in the United
States. Today, it costs the average American
$1500 to heat and cool their homes every
year, which amounts to a cost of $150 billion
nationwide annually. By simply making
changes in energy efficiency to their homes,
consumers can save real money. Consumers
can save 10% or more on energy bills by sim-
ply reducing the number of air leaks in their
home. Double pane windows with low emis-
sivity coating can reduce heating bills by 34%
in cold climates like Chicago. If all households
upgraded their insulation to meet the Inter-
national Energy Conservation Code level, the
nation would experience a permanent reduc-
tion of annual electric consumption totaling 7%
of the total consumed.

I would also like to offer my support for the
extension of the tax credit for wind energy.
Currently, the wind energy tax credit expires
on January 1, 2002, H.R. 4 extends the avail-
ability of this credit through January 1, 2007.
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I have been a long time supporter of the wind
energy tax credit and other similar incentives
to utilize new and efficient energy sources.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for allowing
me to offer my support for this important legis-
lation. I encourage my colleagues to join me
in support of this bill.

f

SECURING AMERICA’S FUTURE
ENERGY ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. PHIL ENGLISH
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 1, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4) to enhance en-
ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Chairman, we are in the
midst of an energy crisis brought on by years
of ignoring the potential problems. During the
next 20 years, U.S. oil consumption will in-
crease by 33 percent and the demand for
electricity will rise by 45 percent.

At this rate, the demands for energy will far
outweigh the supply if we do not enact a com-
prehensive energy plan. With that I urge my
colleagues to support the Securing America’s
Future Energy Act which emphasizes con-
servation, infrastructure upgrades and further
development of traditional fossil fuels.

I would like to take a moment and focus on
some of the conservation aspects of H.R. 4.
This bill provides a tax credit for residential
solar energy use, which not only encourages
the use of solar energy but it will reduce elec-
tric bills and the load on the electric grid.
Through tax incentives, H.R. 4 also encour-
ages the development and use of clean cars
by increasing technology and reducing costs.

Studies indicate that 275,000 alternative fuel
vehicles will be purchased because of this bill,
reducing gasoline consumption and the effects
of greenhouse gases. Conservation is also
emphasized in H.R. 4 through tax credits for
energy efficient appliances, homes and busi-
nesses.

Use of super energy efficient appliances in
all households would save more than 200 tril-
lion BTUs, which is equivalent to taking 2.3
million cars off the road. If all households up-
graded their insulation, electric consumption
would be reduced by 7 percent.

As you can see, this bill provides valuable
tools to promote conservation among Ameri-
cans. I realize, Mr. Chairman that conservation
alone will not go far enough, but neither will
drilling. In fact, 37.5 percent of this bill
stresses conservation, while 23.8 percent fo-
cuses on production and 38.7 percent on reli-
ability. That is why I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 4 because it is a well-balanced
plan that provides for the future energy needs
of America.

f

SECURING AMERICA’S FUTURE
ENERGY ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. BERNARD SANDERS
OF VERMONT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 1, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4) to enhance en-
ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to this bill. At a time when
this country is wasting a huge amount of fuel
and electricity, this bill provides $34 billion dol-
lars in subsidies and tax breaks for the big oil,
coal, gas and nuclear companies to drill for
more oil and gas and to produce more and
more energy. These companies are making
record breaking profits by gouging consumers,
destroying our environment and threatening
our health. Can anyone tell me why we need
to give more corporate welfare to Exxon-Mobil,
the most profitable company in the history of
the world with a net income of $17.7 billion,
while providing little more than lip service to
energy efficiency and renewable energy and
absolutely no relief to middle income Ameri-
cans struggling to pay their energy bills? Mr.
Chairman, this is outrageous. We simply can-
not drill our way out of this mess.

At a time when emissions from dirty coal-
fired power plants produce acid rain and car-
bon dioxide that threatens our global climate
and our health; at a time when scientists
throughout the world believe that we have an
enormous amount of work to do to combat the
danger of global warming; at a time when
wind energy is the world’s fastest growing
source of energy and when the price of solar
energy has been coming down in recent years
due to better technology, I find it outrageous

that the best we can do is to study whether
our country can get to 5 percent renewable in
the next 15 years.

Mr. Chairman, we don’t need a study on re-
newable energy, the studies have already
been done. The technology is already there.
What we need is a firm commitment. I tried to
offer an amendment to require that 20 percent
of our nation’s electricity come from renewable
sources of energy such as wind, solar, and
biomass by 2020. Unfortunately, the Rule
Committee denied the opportunity for debate
on this amendment.

While renewable, non-polluting wind power
has been the world’s fastest growing energy
source in recent years, wind energy contrib-
utes less than I percent of the national supply
of electricity in the United States, and renew-
able energy only 1 percent. We can and must
do better.

The growing dependency on imported oil is
dangerous not only to our economy but also to
our national security. We must attack this
problem by increasing our use of renewable
sources of energy such as wind, solar and
biomass, but his bill does not get this done.

Mr. Chairman, the price gap between fossil
fuels and renewable energy has narrowed. For
example, the price of natural gas has more
than doubled in the past year, while the cost
of wind energy has dropped more than 80 per-
cent in the past two decades.

Mr. Chairman, they are doing it in Denmark,
they are doing it in Northern Germany, and
they are doing it in Northern Spain. 13 percent
of Danish electricity consumption is covered
by wind right now. In Northern Germany and
in Northern Spain the figure is 20 percent.

Danish companies have supplied more than
half the wind turbines now in use worldwide,
making it one of the country’s largest exports
and employing more than 12,000 people. Ger-
many has 6,113 megawatts worth of wind tur-
bine, which meets 2.5 percent of the country’s
total electricity demand. Spain, the fastest-
growing market for the past 3 years, now has
almost as much wind capacity as the entire
U.S.

Right now we have the opportunity to set an
energy course that saves money, restores our
environmental health, and enhances both the
competitiveness of our economy and our na-
tional security. There is no question that the
U.S. has the technology and the resources to
move us away from our reliance on fossil fuels
and towards renewable, non-polluting sources
of energy. Unfortunately, this bill does not get
the job done. I urge my colleagues to defeat
H.R. 4.
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HIGHLIGHTS
Senate passed Crop Year 2001 Agricultural Economic Assistance Act.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S8849–S9010

Measures Introduced: Forty-six bills and ten reso-
lutions were introduced, as follows: S. 1348–1393, S.
Res. 150–157, and S. Con. Res. 64–65.
                                                                                    Pages S8910–12

Measures Reported:
Special Report entitled ‘‘Committee Activities:

Special Report of the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence’’. (S. Rept. No. 107–51)

S. 1372, to reauthorize the Export-Import Bank of
the United States. (S. Rept. No. 107–52)     Page S8910

Measures Passed:

Crop Year 2001 Agricultural Economic Assist-
ance Act: Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry was discharged from further consideration of
H.R. 2213, to respond to the continuing economic
crisis adversely affecting American agricultural pro-
ducers, and the bill was then passed, clearing the
measure for the President.                                     Page S8852

Commending Elizabeth B. Letchworth: Senate
agreed to S. Res. 154, commending Elizabeth B.
Letchworth for her service to the United States Sen-
ate.                                                                             Pages S8873–75

Election of Secretary for the Minority: Senate
agreed to S. Res. 155, electing David J. Schiappa, of
Maryland, as Secretary of the Minority of the Senate.
                                                                                            Page S8875

Adjournment Resolution: Senate agreed to H.
Con. Res. 208, providing for a conditional adjourn-
ment of the House of Representatives and a condi-
tional recess or adjournment of the Senate.
                                                                                    Pages S8875–76

Ukraine’s Independence Anniversary: Senate
agreed to S. Con. Res. 62, congratulating Ukraine
on the 10th anniversary of the restoration of its
independence and supporting its full integration into
the Euro-Atlantic community of democracies, after
agreeing to the following amendment proposed
thereto:                                                                    Pages S8993–94

Reid (for Helms) Amendment No. 1479, to make
a clerical correction.                                                  Page S8993

Thurgood Marshall U.S. Courthouse: Senate
passed S. 584, to designate the United States court-
house located at 40 Centre Street in New York, New
York, as the ‘‘Thurgood Marshall United States
Courthouse’’.                                                                 Page S8994

Edward N. Cahn Federal Building/U.S. Court-
house: Committee on Environment and Public
Works was discharged from further consideration of
H.R. 558, to designate the Federal building and
United States courthouse located at 504 West Ham-
ilton Street in Allentown, Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Ed-
ward N. Cahn Federal Building and United States
Courthouse’’, and the bill was then passed, clearing
the measure for the President.                             Page S8994

Thurgood Marshall U.S. Courthouse: Senate
passed H.R. 988, to designate the United States
courthouse located at 40 Centre Street in New York,
New York, as the ‘‘Thurgood Marshall United States
Courthouse’’, clearing the measure for the President.
                                                                                            Page S8995

River Basin Optimization: Senate passed S. 238,
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to conduct
feasibility studies on water optimization in the
Burnt River basin, Malheur River basin, Owyhee
River basin, and Powder River basin, Oregon.
                                                                                            Page S8995
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Peopling of America Theme Study: Senate
passed. S. 329, to require the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to conduct a theme study on the peopling of
America.                                                                  Pages S8995–96

Denver Water Reuse Project: Senate passed S.
491, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior, pur-
suant to the provisions of the Reclamation Waste-
water and Groundwater to participate in the design,
planning, and construction of the Denver Water
Reuse project, after agreeing to a committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute.    Pages S8995, S8996

National Discovery Trails Act: Senate passed S.
498, to amend the National Trails System Act to in-
clude national discovery trails, and to designate the
American Discovery Trail, after agreeing to com-
mittee amendments.                            Pages S8995, S8996–98

Huna Totem Corporation Land Exchange Act:
Senate passed S. 506, to amend the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act, to provide for a land ex-
change between the Secretary of Agriculture and the
Huna Totem Corporation.                      Pages S8995, S8998

Kenai Mountains-Turnagain Arm National
Heritage Area Act: Senate passed S. 509, to estab-
lish the Kenai Mountains-Turnagain Arm National
Heritage Corridor in the State of Alaska, after agree-
ing to a committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute.                                                 Pages S8995, S8998–99

Little Sandy River Watershed Protection: Senate
passed H.R. 427, to provide further protections for
the watershed of the Little Sandy River as part of
the Bull Run Watershed Management Unit, Oregon,
clearing the measure for the President.
                                                                            Pages S8995, S8999

Carson City, Nevada Site Conveyance: Senate
passed H.R. 271, to direct the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to convey a former Bureau of Land Management
administrative site to the city of Carson City, Ne-
vada, for use as a senior center, clearing the measure
for the President.                                        Pages S8995, S8999

National Community Health Center Week:
Committee on the Judiciary was discharged from
further consideration of S. Con. Res. 59, expressing
the sense of Congress that there should be estab-
lished a National Community Health Center Week
to raise awareness of health services provided by
community, migrant, public housing, and homeless
health centers, and the resolution was then agreed
to, after agreeing to the following amendment pro-
posed thereto:                                                               Page S9000

Reid (for Hutchinson) Amendment No. 1480, ex-
pressing the Sense of Congress that there should be
established a National Community Health Center
Week to raise awareness of health services provided
by community, migrant, public housing, and home-
less health centers.                                                     Page S9000

Joseph E. Dini, Jr. Post Office: Senate passed S.
737, to designate the facility of the United States
Postal Service located at 811 South Main Street in
Yerington, Nevada, as the ‘‘Joseph E. Dini, Jr. Post
Office’’.                                                                            Page S9000

Horatio King Post Office: Senate passed S. 970,
to designate the facility of the United States Postal
Service located at 39 Tremont Street, Paris Hill,
Maine, as the Horatio King Post Office Building’’.
                                                                                            Page S9000

Pat King Post Office designation: Senate passed
S. 1026, to designate the United States Post Office
located at 60 Third Avenue in Long Branch, New
Jersey, as the ‘‘Pat King Post Office Building’’.
                                                                                    Pages S9000–01

Marjory Williams Scrivens Post Office: Senate
passed H.R. 364, to designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 5927 South-
west 70th Street in Miami, Florida, as the ‘‘Marjory
Williams Scrivens Post Office’’, clearing the measure
for the President.                                        Pages S9000, S9001

W. Joe Trogdon Post Office: Senate passed H.R.
821, to designate the facility of the United States
Postal Service located at 1030 South Church Street
in Asheboro, North Carolina, as the ‘‘W. Joe
Trogdon Post Office Building’’, clearing the measure
for the President.                                        Pages S9000, S9001

G. Elliot Hagan Post Office: Senate passed H.R.
1183, to designate the facility of the United States
Postal Service located at 113 South Main Street in
Sylvania, Georgia, as the ‘‘G. Elliot Hagan Post Of-
fice Building’’, clearing the measure for the Presi-
dent.                                                                  Pages S9000, S9001

M. Caldwell Butler Post Office: Senate passed
H.R. 1753, to designate the facility of the United
States Postal Service located at 419 Rutherford Ave-
nue, N.E., in Roanoke, Virginia, as the ‘‘M.
Caldwell Butler Post Office Building’’, clearing the
measure for the President.                      Pages S9000, S9001

Elwood Haynes ‘Bud’ Hillis Post Office: Senate
passed H.R. 2043, to designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 2719 South
Webster Street in Kokomo, Indiana, as the ‘‘Elwood
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Haynes ‘Bud’ Hillis Post Office Building’’, clearing
the measure for the President.              Pages S9000, S9001

Homeless Assistance: Senate passed S. 1144, to
amend title III of the Stewart B. McKinney Home-
less Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11331 et seq.) to re-
authorize the Federal Emergency Management Food
and Shelter Program.                                                Page S9001

Franchise Fund Pilot Programs Authorization:
Senate passed S. 1198, to reauthorize Franchise Fund
Pilot Programs.                                                           Page S9001

Federal Firefighters Retirement Age Fairness
Act: Senate passed H.R. 93, to amend title 5,
United States Code, to provide that the mandatory
separation age for Federal firefighters be made the
same as the age that applies with respect to Federal
law enforcement officers, clearing the measure for the
President.                                                                Pages S9001–02

Louisiana Purchase Bicentennial Commission
Act: Senate passed S. 356, to establish a National
Commission on the Bicentennial of the Louisiana
Purchase, after agreeing to a committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute.                        Pages S9002–04

Brown v. Board of Education Anniversary: Sen-
ate passed H.R. 2133, to establish a commission for
the purpose of encouraging and providing for the
commemoration of the 50th anniversary of the Su-
preme Court decision in Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation, after agreeing to committee amendments.
                                                                                    Pages S9004–05

Brown v. Board of Education Anniversary: Sen-
ate passed S. 1046, to establish a commission for the
purpose of encouraging and providing for the com-
memoration of the 50th anniversary of the Supreme
Court decision in Brown v. Board of Education, after
agreeing to committee amendments.       Pages S9005–07

National Veterans Awareness Week: Senate
agreed to S. Res. 143, expressing the sense of the
Senate regarding the development of educational
programs on veterans’ contributions to the country
and the designation of the week of November 11
through November 17, 2001, as ‘‘National Veterans
Awareness Week’’.                                             Pages S9007–08

National Prostate Cancer Awareness Month:
Senate agreed to S. Res. 138, designating the month
of September as ‘‘National Prostate Cancer Aware-
ness Month’’, after agreeing to committee amend-
ments.                                                                               Page S9008

Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society Assistance: Sen-
ate agreed to S. Res. 145, recognizing the 4,500,000

immigrants helped by the Hebrew Immigrant Aid
Society.                                                                    Pages S9008–09

Louis Armstrong Day: Senate agreed to S. Res.
146, designating August 4, 2001, as ‘‘Louis Arm-
strong Day’’.                                                  Pages S9008, S9009

Measures Indefinitely Postponed:

Carson City, Nevada Site Conveyance: S. 230, to
direct the Secretary of the Interior to convey a
former Bureau of Land Management administrative
site to the City of Carson City, Nevada, for use as
a senior center.                                                             Page S8999

Little Sandy River Watershed Protection: S. 254,
to provide further protections for the watershed of
the Little Sandy River as part of the Bull Run Wa-
tershed Management Unit, Oregon.                 Page S8999

Emergency Agricultural Assistance Act: Senate
resumed consideration of S. 1246, to respond to the
continuing economic crisis adversely affecting Amer-
ican agricultural producers, after taking action on
the following amendments proposed thereto:
                                                                                    Pages S8849–57

Pending:
Lugar Amendment No. 1212, in the nature of a

substitute.                                                                      Page S8849

Daschle motion to reconsider the vote (Vote No.
273) by which the motion to invoke cloture on the
bill was not agreed to.                                             Page S8850

During consideration of this measure today, Senate
also took the following action:

By 49 yeas to 48 nays (Vote No. 273), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn, not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate failed to agree to
close further debate on S. 1246 (listed above).
                                                                                    Pages S8849–50

Subsequently, by unanimous consent, S. 1246 was
returned to the Senate calendar.                         Page S8852

Export Administration Act—Agreement: A unan-
imous-consent agreement was reached providing for
the consideration of S. 149, to provide authority to
control exports, at 11 a.m., on Tuesday, September
4, 2001.                                                                           Page S9009

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:

Kenneth W. Dam, of Illinois, to be Deputy Sec-
retary of the Treasury.

Michele A. Davis, of Virginia, to be an Assistant
Secretary of the Treasury.

James Gurule, of Michigan, to be Under Secretary
of the Treasury for Enforcement.
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David A. Sampson, of Texas, to be Assistant Sec-
retary of Commerce for Economic Development.

Peter R. Fisher, of New Jersey, to be an Under
Secretary of the Treasury.

Jeffrey R. Holmstead, of Colorado, to be an As-
sistant Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency.

Robert D. McCallum, Jr., of Georgia, to be an
Assistant Attorney General. vice David W. Ogden,
resigned.

George Tracy Mehan III, of Michigan, to be an
Assistant Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency.

Lynn Leibovitz, of the District of Columbia, to be
an Associate Judge of the Superior Court of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for the term of fifteen years.

Robert E. Fabricant, of New Jersey, to be an As-
sistant Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency.

Janet Rehnquist, of Virginia, to be Inspector Gen-
eral, Department of Health and Human Services.
(Committee on Finance was discharged from further
consideration)

Alex Azar II, of Maryland, to be General Counsel
of the Department of Health and Human Services.
(Committee on Finance was discharged from further
consideration)

Daniel R. Levinson, of Maryland, to be Inspector
General, General Services Administration.

John Lester Henshaw, of Missouri, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Labor. (Committee on Health,
Education, Labor and Pensions was discharged from
further consideration)

Richard J. Egan, of Massachusetts, to be Ambas-
sador to Ireland.

Vincent Martin Battle, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Ambassador to the Republic of Lebanon.

Michael J. Garcia, of New York, to be an Assist-
ant Secretary of Commerce.

Michael Minoru Fawn Liu, of Illinois, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment.

Jon M. Huntsman, Jr., of Utah, to be a Deputy
United States Trade Representative, with the rank of
Ambassador. (Committee on Finance was discharged
from further consideration)

Richard Henry Jones, of Nebraska, to be Ambas-
sador to the State of Kuwait.

Jeffrey William Runge, of North Carolina, to be
Administrator of the National Highway Traffic Safe-
ty Administration.

Nancy Victory, of Virginia, to be Assistant Sec-
retary of Commerce for Communications and Infor-
mation.

Rosario Marin, of California, to be Treasurer of
the United States. (Committee on Finance was dis-
charged from further consideration)

Jeanne L. Phillips, of Texas, to be Representative
of the United States of America to the Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development, with
the rank of Ambassador.

John Arthur Hammerschmidt, of Arkansas, to be
a Member of the National Transportation Safety
Board for the remainder of the term expiring De-
cember 31, 2002.

Claude M. Kicklighter, of Georgia, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Veterans Affairs (Policy and Plan-
ning).

Linda Mysliwy Conlin, of New Jersey, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Commerce.

Carole Brookins, of Indiana, to be United States
Executive Director of the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development for a term of two
years.

H.T. Johnson, of Virginia, to be an Assistant Sec-
retary of the Navy.

Henrietta Holsman Fore, of Nevada, to be Direc-
tor of the Mint for a term of five years.

Randal Quarles, of Utah, to be United States Ex-
ecutive Director of the International Monetary Fund
for a term of two years.

Judith Elizabeth Ayres, of California, to be an As-
sistant Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency.

Melody H. Fennel, of Virginia, to be an Assistant
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development.

Theresa Alvillar-Speake, of California, to be Direc-
tor of the Office of Minority Economic Impact, De-
partment of Energy.

Ross J. Connelly, of Maine, to be Executive Vice
President of the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration.

Emily Stover DeRocco, of Pennsylvania, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Labor. (Committee on Health,
Education, Labor and Pensions was discharged from
further consideration)

John P. Stenbit, of Virginia, to be an Assistant
Secretary of Defense.

Michael L. Dominguez, of Virginia, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force.

Nelson F. Gibbs, of California, to be an Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force.

Mario P. Fiori, of Georgia, to be an Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army.
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Ronald M. Sega, of Colorado, to be Director of
Defense Research and Engineering.

Otto Wolff, of Virginia, to be an Assistant Sec-
retary of Commerce.

Otto Wolff, of Virginia, to be Chief Financial Of-
ficer, Department of Commerce.

Craig Roberts Stapleton, of Connecticut, to be
Ambassador to the Czech Republic.

Robert Geers Loftis, of Colorado, to be Ambas-
sador to the Kingdom of Lesotho.

Daniel R. Coats, of Indiana, to be Ambassador to
the Federal Republic of Germany.

John A. Gauss, of Virginia, to be an Assistant
Secretary of Veterans Affairs (Information and Tech-
nology).

Theodore H. Kattouf, of Maryland, to be Ambas-
sador to the Syrian Arab Republic.

Maureen Quinn, of New Jersey, to be Ambassador
to the State of Qatar.

Joseph Gerard Sullivan, of Virginia, to be Ambas-
sador to the Republic of Zimbabwe.

Johnny Young, of Maryland, to be Ambassador to
the Republic of Slovenia.

Edward William Gnehm, Jr., of Georgia, to be
Ambassador to the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan.

R. Nicholas Burns, of Massachusetts, to be United
States Permanent Representative on the Council of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, with the
rank and status of Ambassador, vice Alexander R.
Vershbow.

Edmund James Hull, of Virginia, to be Ambas-
sador to the Republic of Yemen.

Nancy Goodman Brinker, of Florida, to be Am-
bassador to the Republic of Hungary.

Christopher William Dell, of New Jersey, to be
Ambassador to the Republic of Angola.

Patrick M. Cronin, of the District of Columbia, to
be an Assistant Administrator of the United States
Agency for International Development.

Martin J. Silverstein, of Pennsylvania, to be Am-
bassador to the Oriental Republic of Uruguay.
(Committee on Foreign Relations was discharged
from further consideration)

2 Air Force nominations in the rank of general.
1 Army nominations in the rank of general.
1 Marine Corps nominations in the rank of gen-

eral.
25 Navy nominations in the rank of admiral.
Routine lists in the Army, Marine Corps.

                                                                Pages S8891–93, S9009–10

Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations:

Mark W. Olson, of Minnesota, to be a Member
of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System for the unexpired term of fourteen years from
February 1, 1996.

Jackson McDonald, of Florida, to be Ambassador
to the Republic of The Gambia.

John Malcolm Ordway, of California, to be Am-
bassador to the Republic of Armenia.

John L. Howard, of Illinois, to be Chairman of the
Special Panel on Appeals for a term of six years.

Margaret M. Chiara, of Michigan, to be United
States Attorney for the Western District of Michigan
for the term of four years.

Robert J. Conrad, Jr., of North Carolina, to be
United States Attorney for the Western District of
North Carolina for the term of four years.

James Ming Greenlee, of Mississippi, to be United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Mis-
sissippi for the term of four years.

Terrell Lee Harris, of Tennessee, to be United
States Attorney for the Western District of Ten-
nessee for the term of four years.

Stephen Beville Pence, of Kentucky, to be United
States Attorney for the Western District of Ken-
tucky for the term of four years.

Gregory F. Van Tatenhove, of Kentucky, to be
United States Attorney for the Eastern District of
Kentucky for the term of four years.

Frederico Juarbe, Jr., of Virginia, to be Assistant
Secretary of Labor for Veterans’ Employment and
Training.

Scott M. Burns, of Utah, to be Deputy Director
for State and Local Affairs, Office of National Drug
Control Policy. (New Position)

Joseph M. Clapp, of North Carolina, to be Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad-
ministration. (New Position)

Thomas B. Heffelfinger, of Minnesota, to be
United States Attorney for the District of Minnesota
for the term of four years.

Patrick Leo Meehan, of Pennsylvania, to be
United States Attorney for the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania for the term of four years.

Elsa A. Murano, of Texas, to be Under Secretary
of Agriculture for Food Safety.

Marcelle M. Wahba, of California, to be Ambas-
sador to the United Arab Emirates.

B. John Williams, Jr., of Virginia, to be Chief
Counsel for the Internal Revenue Service and an As-
sistant General Counsel in the Department of the
Treasury.

Jay S. Bybee, of Nevada, to be an Assistant Attor-
ney General.
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Susan Schmidt Bies, of Tennessee, to be a Member
of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System for a term of fourteen years from February 1,
1998.

2 Army nominations in the rank of general.
                                                                                            Page S9009

Executive Communications:                             Page S8908

Petitions and Memorials:                           Pages S8908–10

Messages From the House:                               Page S8907

Measures Referred:                                         Pages S8907–08

Measures Placed on Calendar:                        Page S8908

Measures Read First Time:                               Page S8908

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S8913–72

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S8912–13

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S8977–79

Additional Statements:                                        Page S8907

Text of H.R. 2620, as Previously Passed:
                                                                                    Pages S8980–93

Notices of Hearings/Meetings:                Pages S8979–80

Authority for Committees:                                Page S8980

Privilege of the Floor:                                          Page S8980

Record Votes: One record vote was taken today.
(Total—273)                                                                 Page S8950

Adjournment: Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and, pursu-
ant to the provisions of H. Con. Res. 208, adjourned
at 3:55 p.m., until 10 a.m., on Tuesday, September
4, 2001. (For Senate’s program, see the remarks of
the Acting Majority Leader in today’s Record on
page S9009.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

ANDEAN TRADE PREFERENCES ACT

Committee on Finance: Subcommittee on International
Trade held hearings to examine the impact and re-
newal of the Andean Trade Preferences Act (ATPA),
a program set in place to act as an incentive to
eradicate illicit drug production in the Andean coun-
tries by providing for many exports from Columbia,
Peru, Ecuador and Bolivia to receive duty-free treat-
ment upon import into the United States, receiving
testimony from Representative Crane; Peter F.
Allgeier, Deputy United States Trade Representative;
Alan P. Larson, Under Secretary of State for Eco-
nomic, Business and Agricultural Affairs; Paul Arcia,
A.R.C. International, Miami, Florida; Rick Harrah,
Dole Food Company, Inc., San Jose, Costa Rica; Car-
los Moore, American Textile Manufacturers Institute,
and William J. Snape III, Defenders of Wildlife,
both of Washington, D.C.; and K. Ward Rodgers,
Heinz North America, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Hearings recessed subject to call.

NOMINATIONS

Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
hearings on the nominations of J. Richard
Blankenship, of Florida, to be Ambassador to the
Commonwealth of The Bahamas, Hans H. Hertell,
of Puerto Rico, to be Ambassador to the Dominican
Republic, and Martin J. Silverstein, of Pennsylvania,
to be Ambassador to the Oriental Republic of Uru-
guay, after the nominees testified and answered ques-
tions in their own behalf. Mr. Silverstein was intro-
duced by Senators Lieberman, Specter and Santorum.
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House of Representatives
Chamber Action

The House was not in session. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, August 2, the
House stands adjourned until noon on Monday, Au-
gust 6, 2001, unless it sooner has received a message
from the Senate transmitting its concurrence in H.
Con. Res. 208. In which case, the House shall stand
adjourned pursuant to that concurrent resolution for
the August District Work Period and will reconvene
on Wednesday, September 5 at 2 p.m.

Committee Meetings
COMMERCE DEPARTMENT—COMPUTER
SECURITY POLICIES AND PRACTICES

Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations held a hearing on
‘‘How Secure is Sensitive Commerce Department
Data and Operations? A Review of the Department’s

Computer Security Policies and Practices.’’ Testi-
mony was heard from Robert F. Dacey, Director, In-
formation Security Issues, GAO; and the following
officials of the Department of Commerce: Johnnie E.
Frazier, Inspector General; Samuel W. Bodman,
Deputy Secretary, and Thomas Pyke, Acting Chief
Information Officer.

Joint Meetings
JULY EMPLOYMENT SITUATION

Joint Economic Committee: Committee concluded hear-
ings to examine the Bureau of Labor Statistics em-
ployment data in order to gauge the status of the
July employment situation, as well as the latest con-
sumer and producer price indexes with respect to the
inflation outlook, after receiving testimony from
Katharine G. Abraham, Commissioner, Bureau of
Labor Statistics, Department of Labor.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

10 a.m., Tuesday, September 4

Senate Chamber

Program for Tuesday: After the recognition of two Sen-
ators for speeches and the transaction of any morning
business (not to extend beyond 11 a.m.), Senate will
begin consideration of S. 149, to provide authority to
control exports.

(Senate will recess from 12:30 p.m. until 2:15 p.m. for their
respective party conferences.)

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

2 p.m., Wednesday, September 5

House Chamber

Program for Wednesday: To be announced.
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